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Investigating the Mediating Role of Psychological States and the Moderating Role of 
Angry Rumination in the Relationship between Supervisors' History of Family 
Aggression and Subordinates' Perceptions of Abusive Supervision 
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy 
The Australian National University, 2012 
Committee Chair : Professor Simon Lloyd D. Restubog 
Committee Members : Professor Prashant Bordia, Professor George Chen, and Dr 
Alessandra Capezio
Drawing upon the Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973, 1977) and the 
General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002), this research program 
endeavours to provide a deeper understanding of the causes of abusive supervision. In 
particular, it examines the mediating role of two psychological states (i.e., hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect) and the moderating role of angry rumination in the 
relationship between history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision. The proposed relationships were tested in a programmatic series 
of five studies each providing constructive replication and empirical extension of the 
study findings.
The primary objective of Study 1 was to test the proposed positive relationship 
between history of family aggression and hostile cognitions and hostile affect. Results 
supported the hypothesised relationship in a sample of 255 student-parent dyads. Study 
2 builds on Study 1 by examining the predicted relationships using sample of 154
supervisor-subordinate dyads and extending the theoretical model to include abusive 
supervision. Results supported the proposed mediating role of hostile cognitions and 
hostile affect.
Study 3 aimed to constructively replicate findings in Study 2 by using a different 
sample of 191 supervisor-subordinate dyads and operationalisation of hostile 
cognitions. In particular, the word completion task (Anderson et al., 2004) was used 
which taps into implicit social cognitions. Results once again supported the mediating 
role of hostile cognitions and hostile affect in the relationship between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision. Alternative model tests also revealed that history 
of family aggression exerts its influence via a dual-activation process.
Study 4 has two main objectives. First, it aimed to rule out alternative 
explanations by controlling for previously established antecedents of abusive 
supervision (e.g., procedural justice, interactional justice, psychological contract 
violation) and supervisor-subordinate characteristics (e.g., supervisor age, gender, 
duration of working relationship with the supervisor, and subordinates' neuroticism). 
Second, it examined the moderating role angry rumination in the proposed mediated 
relationship between history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision. Once again, results supported the main effects and mediation 
hypotheses. In addition, the conditional indirect effect of history of family aggression 
in predicting subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile affect was 
stronger for supervisors' with high as opposed to low levels of angry rumination. 
However, the conditional indirect effect of history of family aggression in predicting 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile cognitions at high and low
levels of angry rumination was not supported. Finally, Study 5 aimed to replicate the 
findings from Study 4 and address issues associated with the use of retrospective data 
(e.g., history of family aggression) by obtaining parent ratings of history of family 
aggression. Once again, results supported previous findings. Mirroring the results of 
Study 4, there was a significant conditional indirect effect for history of family 
aggression in predicting subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile 
affect for those with high as opposed to low levels of angry rumination. However, the 
conditional indirect effect involving hostile cognitions was not supported.
This research program makes several contributions to the understanding of 
abusive supervision. First, it presented a different theoretical approach in explaining the 
occurrence of abusive supervision by implicating the role of social learning experiences, 
psychological states, and personality characteristics. Second, it addressed 
methodological issues associated with extant abusive supervision research through the 
use of multi-source data, constructive replication, and implicit measures of social 
cognition. Theoretical implications with reference to abusive supervision research and 
practical implications for reducing and managing its occurrence are discussed.
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1Chapter 1
Investigating the Mediating Role of Psychological States and the Moderating Role of 
Angry Rumination in the Relationship between Supervisors’ History of Family 
Aggression and Subordinates’ Perceptions of Abusive Supervision 
Abusive Supervision in the Workplace: An Overview
In recent years, there has been growing interest in the study of the supervisor- 
subordinate relationships. Most of these research focused on the positive role that 
leadership plays in the promotion of leader and organisational effectiveness (Bass, 1990; 
Yukl, 1998). However, management scholars have now recognised that leaders may also 
use their power to mistreat employees and that this results in negative consequences for 
organisations and its members (Ashforth, 1997; Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002; Schat, 
Frone, & Kelloway, 2006). These destructive behaviours are not limited to direct physical 
aggression typically reported in the media, it also includes indirect forms such as 
psychological aggression and emotional abuse. This shift is unsurprising especially since 
nonphysical forms of aggression in the workplace are more prevalent than physical 
hostility. In fact, a recent survey of the United States workforce showed that 41.4% 
(approximately 47 million) of U.S. wage and salary workers reported having experienced 
psychological aggression at work during the past 12 months. In contrast, only 6% 
(approximately 7 million) reported having experienced physical aggression (Schat et al., 
2006). Indeed, research suggests that human adults prefer to engage in covert forms of 
aggression that is likely to maximise harm towards their victims but minimise possible 
consequences against themselves (Baron, Neuman, & Geddes, 1999; Björkqvist,Österman,
& Hjelt-Bäck, 1994).
2Examples of psychological aggression include shouting obscenities or screaming 
at subordinates in anger and insulting or calling them names in front of others (Schat et al., 
2006). Considerable research has been undertaken to investigate this form of workplace 
aggression and most referred to it as abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000). Indeed, abusive 
supervision is a serious problem for organisations as it incurs an estimated cost (in terms of 
absenteeism, healthcare costs, and loss of productivity) of $23.8 billion annually (Tepper, 
Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006).
Abusive supervision is generally understood as “subordinate's perceptions of the 
extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal 
behaviours, excluding physical contact" (Tepper, 2000, p. 178). Examples of abusive 
supervision include angry outbursts, scape-goating, and public criticism (Bies, 2001). 
Tepper (2000) further identified features of the construct by virtue of this definition. First, 
abusive supervision is based on the subordinate's subjective perception of their supervisor's 
behaviour. Thus, evaluations of abusive supervision may be influenced by dispositional 
factors such as subordinates' conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism (McCrae 
& John, 1992; Tepper, Duffy, & Shaw, 2001) and contextual factors such as job mobility 
(Tepper, 2000) and supervisor support (Duffy et al., 2002). Second, abusive supervision is 
a form of wilful behaviour. That is, abusive supervisors consciously engage in hostility 
against their subordinates, although the intended outcome (e.g., to cause harm or improve 
performance) is not directly specified. Finally, abusive supervision involves sustained 
displays of non-physical hostility. In essence, the abusive behaviour should be part of the 
supervisor's everyday repertoire. Therefore, a boss who yells at his or her employees could 
be considered abusive if he or she engages in the said behaviour on a regular basis.
3Despite growing interest in understanding abusive supervision at a theoretical and 
empirical level, there are still several research gaps that need to be addressed. First, there 
is limited theorising and empirical testing around the antecedents of abusive supervision.
In a critical appraisal of the literature, Tepper (2007) pointed out a focus on the deleterious 
consequences of abusive supervision and emphasised the need to investigate the 
antecedents and mechanisms that influence its occurrence. To date, most existing work 
has framed abusive supervision as a result of workplace injustices such as procedural 
(Rafferty, Restubog, & Jimmieson, 2010; Tepper, et al., 2006) and interactional injustice 
(Aryee, Chen, Sun, & Debrah, 2007), and psychological contract violation (Hoobler & 
Brass, 2006). Although a justice-based approach helps in understanding abusive 
supervision, it fails to account for the role of supervisor-level factors (e.g., personal 
history, personality, and experiences outside of the organisation) in influencing aggressive 
behaviour. Organisational scholars often treated these factors as moderators or control 
variables (Aryee et al., 2007; Hoobler & Brass, 2006). This is the case despite empirical 
evidence suggesting that dispositional (e.g., trait anger, history of aggressive behaviour, 
self-esteem; Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Greenberg & Barling, 1999; Hershcovis et al., 
2007; Inness, Barling, & Turner, 2005) and environmental factors (e.g., violence in the 
community, aggressive home environments; Dietz, Robinson, Folger, Baron, & Schulz, 
2003; Garcia, Restubog, & Denson, 2010) directly affect the incidence of workplace 
aggression.
Investigating these supervisor-level factors is important for two reasons. First, it 
enhances our understanding and explanation of the causes of workplace aggression 
(Douglas & Martinko, 2001). In order to fully understand abusive supervision, researchers 
need to move beyond the current focus on its consequences and start investigating
4antecedents that operate within the perpetrators themselves (Tepper, 2007). By doing so, 
we improve on the abusive supervision no mo logical net and increase the predictive power 
of theoretical models that explain workplace aggression in general. Second, knowledge 
regarding the process and mediating mechanisms that underlie abusive supervision is a 
crucial step for developing effective techniques for reducing and managing the behaviour.
If supervisor-level variables largely contribute to the occurrence of abusive supervision, 
then it offers organisations the opportunity to enact policies, practices, and interventions 
that contribute to a reduction of aggression at work. Indeed, the salience of investigating 
supervisor-level factors has been reflected in recent work on abusive supervision (Kiazad, 
Restubog, Zagenczyk, Kiewitz, & Tang, 2010; Tepper, Duffy, & Moss, 2011). For 
example, Kiazad and colleagues (2010) reported that those supervisors high in 
Machiavellian orientation (i.e., tendency to manipulate others to maximise self-interests) 
were perceived by their subordinates as more abusive. Furthermore, this relationship was 
mediated by the supervisors' authoritarian leadership behaviour (i.e., asserting absolute 
authority and control over subordinates).
The second aspect of abusive supervision research that warrants attention pertains 
to the reliance on displaced aggression as an explanatory framework. Inherent to 
displaced aggression theory is the assumption that an initial provocation (e.g., injustice 
from the organisation) is sufficient to trigger a later aggressive response (Bushman, 
Bonacci, Pedersen, Vasquez, & Miller, 2005). Several issues arise when displaced 
aggression is used to explain the sustained nature of abusive supervision (i.e., based on 
Tepper's definition, abusive supervision involves subordinates repeatedly being exposed to 
mistreatment). For one, there is an underlying assumption in studies invoking displaced 
aggression that perceived injustices from the organisation is severe enough for supervisors
5to engage in ongoing hostility towards subordinates to obtain relief from their frustrations. 
Even if this is the case, supervisors are then expected to cease in engaging in hostility 
towards their subordinates after frustrations have been displaced. Second, there is a 
temporal element in the displaced aggression paradigm (Bushman et al., 2005) which 
suggests that in the absence of rumination, anger usually dissipates after ten minutes 
(Fridhandler & Zeichner, 1982; Tyson, 1998). Thus, even if one assumes that 
organisations continue to engage in unjust treatment (i.e., providing sustained frustration to 
be displaced), an assumption still needs to be made that the supervisor engaged in 
rumination in order to sustain the anger or frustration experienced. To this end, there is a 
need to develop and test a theory that can more accurately capture the sustained 
characteristic of abusive supervision without making these assumptions.
Finally, extant literature on abusive supervision is also not replete with 
methodological limitations. Most of these studies relied on self-report and/or single source 
data as variable measures (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Tepper et al., 2006; Zellars, Tepper, 
& Duffy, 2002). The use of such measures may impact on measurement validity due to 
common method variance and reponse reactivity issues such as social desirability and test 
faking (Fisher, 1993). Similarly, the use of self-reports to measure the effect of 
personality on behaviour offers limited explanatory power as it only accounts for explicit 
or conscious cognitions and ignores the implicit or automatic aspect of cognition (Bing, et 
al., 2007). In a recent review on attitudes, self-esteem, and stereotypes, Greenwald and 
Banaji (1995) concluded that “much social cognition occurs in an implicit mode*' (p. 20) 
and encouraged future researchers to use indirect measures of social cognition to extend 
the scope of constructs under investigation.
6On the whole, this research program endeavours to provide a deeper understanding 
of abusive supervision. Specifically, it aims to examine the role of history of family 
aggression in predicting abusive supervision. Moreover, it explores the mediating 
mechanisms that link these two constructs at the level of the supervisor. By testing these 
predictions, the study contributes to the abusive supervision literature in several important 
ways.
First, it answers the call for more empirical investigations on the antecedents of 
abusive supervision by exploring the yet-to-be researched role of history of family 
aggression. Preliminary support for this relationship is derived from family violence 
literature (Kemsmith, 2006; O'Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001) and social 
learning theory (Bandura, 1973, 1977). By integrating both bodies of knowledge, this 
study aims to shed light and provide a better understanding of why supervisors abuse their 
subordinates. It builds on the premise that employees bring to work not only a work- 
related history but also a personal one. Specifically, the study investigates the role of 
observed inter-parental aggression during childhood as it impacts on abusive supervisors' 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours. The present investigation does not in any way claim 
that a justice-based approach is flawed. It acknowledges that provocations in the 
workplace (i.e. injustices) may lead to abusive supervisory behaviour. However, 
repeatedly viewing abusive supervision through the same lens limits our understanding of 
the phenomena as discussed earlier.
Second, the present study tests psychological mechanisms that lead to abusive 
supervision. Unlike previous work, it focuses on the characteristics of the actor themselves 
which gives a better insight of why supervisors engage in abusive treatment. The study 
addresses the limitations of displaced aggression by drawing on Social Learning Theory
7(Bandura, 1973) and the General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002). 
Indeed, Baron and colleagues (1999) highlighted the potential value of establishing links 
between investigations on workplace aggression and basic research on human aggression. 
According to them, it provides investigators with interesting hypotheses worthy of study 
and complex theoretical frameworks that may increase our understanding of the 
antecedents and consequences of workplace aggression. Along similar lines, these theories 
were chosen because both recognise the role of cognitive processes and affective states in 
the experience of anger as it leads to the expression of aggression. In sum, this research 
contributes to our knowledge on abusive supervision by proposing a theoretical model that 
accounts for the influence of supervisor-level factors. By looking at mediating and 
moderating mechanisms, it goes beyond simple main effects that are predominant in the 
abusive supervision literature.
Finally, the study aims to address the methodological issues mentioned earlier, as 
well as extend theorising on abusive supervision by using an indirect measure of social 
cognitions. The word completion task (WCT) developed by Anderson and colleagues 
(Anderson, Camagey, & Eubanks, 2003; Anderson et al., 2004) accomplishes these two 
aims. First, it utilises an indirect approach to measuring aggression as it appears to be 
tapping into the ability to complete word fragments when in fact it assesses the 
accessibility of hostile thoughts. This circumvents measurement issues such as social 
desirability and test faking (LeBreton, Barksdale, Robin, & James, 2007). Second, unlike 
self-reports which measure the conscious, self-ascribed aspect of personality, the WCT 
taps into implicit social cognitions. These refer to components of cognitive structure and 
process that is hidden from introspection which cannot be uncovered by self-report 
measures. Implicit and explicit cognitions are theoretically and operationally distinct from
8each other (Bing et al., 2007). Prior work by McClelland and colleagues (McClelland, 
1985; McClelland, Koestner, Weinberger, 1989) showed that implicit and explicit 
cognitions interact to predict experimental task performance (e.g., word-maze tasks, word- 
recall tasks) and, most importantly, are often uncorrelated. Furthermore, Todorov and 
Bargh (2002) concluded that aggressive behaviour may originate from automatic, 
unconscious processes as a result of repeated exposure to hostile situations which then 
leads to stable individual differences in aggressive tendencies.
Data from self-reports are salient. However, it is the study’s premise that implicit 
measures of social cognition are likely to provide additional and often unique sources of 
data as it tap into the automatic and implicit aspect of one's aggressive personality (in 
relation to self-reports; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; McClelland et al., 1989). To date, 
little is known about the influence of implicit cognition on abusive supervision. The 
present study aims to delve deeper into a supervisor's reasons for engaging in aggressive 
behaviour because it also captures the automatic and unconscious mechanisms that drive 
abusive behaviour. Understanding the role of both explicit and implicit social cognitions 
has the potential to inform the development of policies and interventions in organisational 
contexts.
The aim of this chapter is to review the literature on abusive supervision, focusing 
on extant work on its antecedents and consequences on work attitudes, behaviours, and 
well-being. It also aims to provide theoretical and empirical support for the proposed link 
between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. Thus, it will offer an 
overview of the abuse literature and how this is related to abusive behaviour in the 
workplace. Using the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) and the social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1973), the chapter proceeds with discussing the mediating role of hostile
9cognitions and hostile affect as well as the moderating role of angry rumination. It ends by 
presenting the proposed moderated mediation model of history of family aggression and 
abusive supervision.
The Concept of Abusive Supervision
The literature on abusive supervision remains to be poorly integrated and 
fragmented as a result of the different terminologies used to describe aggression in the 
workplace (Tepper, 2007). To minimise confusion, it is therefore important to clarify how 
each construct is different from abusive supervision (for a more thorough discussion see 
Tepper, 2007). This is discussed briefly in the following section. After which an overview 
of the antecedents and consequences of abusive supervision is presented.
Abusive Supervision and Related Constructs
The different features of Tepper's definition of abusive supervision set it apart from 
other related forms of workplace aggression. First, abusive supervision is exclusive to 
hostile behaviours perpetrated hierarchically (e.g., supervisor to subordinate), unlike other 
constructs that include hostilities directed upwardly (subordinate to supervisor) and 
laterally (co-worker to co-worker). An example of this is workplace vicitimisation defined 
as "Ahe individual's self-perception of having been exposed, either momentarily or 
repeatedly, to aggressive actions emanating from one or more other persons'" (Aquino & 
Bradfield, 2000, p. 172) and workplace bullying which occurs when "‘one or several 
individuals over a period of time perceive themselves to be on the receiving end of 
negative actions from one or several persons, in a situation where the target of bullying has 
difficulty in defending him or herself against these actions" (Hoel, Rayner, & Cooper, 
2001, p. 4). Both workplace victimisation and bullying involve mistreatment emanating 
from various sources (i.e., supervisor, peer, or subordinate) (Tepper, 2007).
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Second, abusive supervision only constitutes behaviours that fall under the content 
domain of non-physical hostility. This serves as another key distinction with related 
constructs such as workplace victimisation and generalized hierarchical abuse (i.e., the 
experience of having been mistreated by supervisors in general). Workplace victimisation 
includes physical aggression in its content domain (e.g., "threw something at you”,
"pushed or punched you") (Aquino & Bradfield, 2000, p. 180) while generalised 
hierarchical abuse includes sexual harassment (Rospenda, 2002).
Third, certain related constructs to abusive supervision may include behaviours that 
are not necessarily aggressive. For example, petty tyranny defined as a superior's use of 
power “oppressively, capriciously, and perhaps vindictively” (Ashforth, 1997, p. 126), 
depicts behaviours such as not being friendly or approachable which may or may not be 
perceived as hostile. Another related construct is workplace incivility defined as “low- 
intensity deviant behaviour with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of 
workplace norms for mutual respect” (Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 457). Examples of 
workplace incivility include answering the phone with a “yeah", neglecting to say thank 
you or please, and talking loudly over the phone about personal matters (Martin, 1996). 
These behaviours may or may not be viewed as hostile especially if the perpetrator is 
ignorant about its effects (e g., “I didn't mean to be rude, I was just in a hurry”; Andersson 
& Pearson, 1999).
Fourth, the intended outcome of engaging in abusive supervision is unclear. This 
aspect of Tepper's definition sets abusive supervision apart from most of the constructs 
discussed here. For example, social undermining defined as "behaviour intended to hinder, 
over time, the ability to establish and maintain positive interpersonal relationships, work- 
related success, and favourable reputation” (Duffy, et al., 2002, p. 332), include
11
intentionality as part of its definition. Similar to abusive supervision, workplace incivility 
may occur without clear intent; however, it is distinct from abusive supervision as 
discussed. Thus, supervisors may abuse subordinates to cause harm or increase 
performance or compliance (Tepper, 2007). The following summary table presents the 
different characteristics of abusive supervision as it compares with related constructs: 
Table 1
Constructs that Capture Nonphysical Hostility
C onstruct D efin ition D irected
D ow nw ard
E xcludes
P hysica l
H ostility
Includes
C on ten t
O th er
T han
H ostility
Includes
R eference
to
Intended
O utcom es
Abusive
Supervision
“Subordinates’ 
perceptions of the 
extent to which then- 
supervisors engage 
in sustained display 
of non-verbal 
behaviours, 
excluding physical 
contact" (Tepper, 
2000, 178).
Yes Yes No No
Workplace
Victimisation
"The individual’s 
self-perception of 
having been 
exposed, either 
momentarily or 
repeatedly, to 
aggressive actions 
emanating from one 
or more other 
persons” (Aquino, 
2000, p. 172).
Not
necessarily
No No Yes
Generalised
Hierarchical
Abuse
“Exposure to 
hostility perpetrated 
by hierarchically 
superior co-workers" 
(Tepper, 2007, p. 
263).
Yes No No No
Petty
Tyranny
Manager's use of 
power and authority
Yes Yes Yes No
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oppressively, 
capriciously, and 
vindictively 
(Ashforth, 1987, 
1994, 1997).
Workplace
Incivility
“Acting rudely or 
discourteously, 
without regard for 
others, in violation of 
norms for respect in 
social interactions” 
(Andersson & 
Pearson, 1999, p. 
455).
Not
necessarily
Yes Yes No
Supervisor
Undermining
Supervisor 
“behaviour intended 
to hinder, over time, 
the ability to 
establish and 
maintain positive 
interpersonal 
relationships, work- 
related success, and 
favourable
reputation” (Duffy et 
al., 2002, p. 332),
Yesa Yes Yes No
a Also includes non-physical, hostile behaviour perpetrated by individuals other than 
supervisors but against subordinates
Antecedents of Abusive Supervision
This section summarises existing work on the antecedents of abusive supervision. 
First, it would present constructs that have been implicated as predictors of abusive 
supervision as well as the theoretical ffamework/s that underlie these relationships. 
Second, this section also introduces alternative theoretical explanations regarding the 
occurrence of abusive supervision. Specifically, it offers a brief discussion on victim 
precipitation theory (Aquino, 2000) and recent work on the social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1973) as it is applied in abusive supervision research.
Because abusive supervision is a workplace phenomenon, extant work on its 
antecedents focused on a justice-based approach anchored on social exchange theory
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(Blau, 1964). This is unsurprising since the supervisor-subordinate relationship is 
characterised by social exchanges both on a social and economic basis (Blau, 1964). Thus, 
constructs that have been implicated so far to predict abusive supervision focused on 
organisational variables that reflect the quality of social exchange relationships in the 
workplace. For example, procedural injustice (i.e. the perception that one's employer 
arrived at allocation decisions that utilised unfair decision-making processes), interactional 
injustice (i.e. unfair interpersonal treatment during enactment of decision procedures), and 
psychological contract violation (i.e. failure on the part of the employer to fulfil what had 
been promised; Aryee et al., 2007; Hoobler & Brass, 2006; Tepper, et al., 2006) were all 
found to be positively related to abusive supervision. Specifically, supervisors who have 
been unfairly treated by the organisation or its members are more likely to engage in 
abusive supervision because of the need to restore equity and instigate retribution (Tepper, 
2007). This conceptual argument is also related to the frustration-aggression hypothesis 
which states that frustrations arising from interrupted goals lead to aggressive behaviour 
(Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939). In the work context, unfair treatment 
results in frustrations accompanied by an affective response (e.g., anger). This in turn leads 
to hostility directed towards the organisation or its members (e.g., subordinates).
However, the social exchange theory does not fully explain why supervisors direct 
their frustrations towards innocent targets such as their subordinates. Thus, existing work 
used the displaced aggression framework to account for the hierarchical feature of abusive 
supervision. According to this framework, supervisors may choose not to directly retaliate 
towards the source of the provocation (e.g., the organisation) for fear of further reprisal or 
mistreatment (Tepper et al., 2006). For example, supervisors will not aggress towards the 
organisation since it has power over them in terms of making allocation decisions (i.e.,
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who gets promoted or who gets terminated). Thus, they are likely to choose a more 
convenient and “safer" target such as their subordinates (Tepper et al., 2006). Furthermore, 
supervisors have power over their subordinates and in most cases expect them to be 
obedient and unquestioning. This power imbalance inherent in supervisor-subordinate 
relationships makes it easier for supervisors to displace their frustrations as they can mask 
their behaviours as “a part of the job'5.
Several studies have found support for the displaced aggression explanation. For 
example, in a study of Chinese workers, Aryee and colleagues (2007) explained the 
negative relationship between supervisors' experience of interactional justice and 
subordinates' perception of abusive supervision as a form of displaced aggression. They 
also observed that this relationship was stronger when supervisors believe that 
subordinates should display unquestioning obedience to authority. Similarly, in a sample 
of MBA graduates, Hoobler and Brass (2006) reported that supervisors' perception of 
psychological contract violation elicits abusive supervision and that this relationship was 
stronger for supervisors who have high as opposed to low hostile attribution bias (i.e. the 
dispositional tendency to interpret behaviours as hostile; Adams & John, 1997). They 
further explained that supervisors will not engage in direct retaliation against the cause of 
the violation (e.g., the organisation or a boss) for fear of reprisals (e.g., demotion, 
disciplinary action).
Victim precipitation theory has also been proposed as an alternative explanation for 
the occurrence of abusive supervision (Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Aquino, Grover, 
Bradfield, & Allen, 1999). It proposes that individuals predispose themselves to abuse by 
consciously or unconsciously behaving in a provocative way or by placing themselves in a 
high risk of being victimised (Aquino, et al., 1999). For example, individuals with high
15
negative-affectivity reported greater abuse because they provoke others to aggress towards 
them by appearing weak, vulnerable, and unable to defend themselves. Indeed, Tepper and 
colleagues (2006) found that the mediating effects of depression on procedural injustice 
and abusive supervision was stronger among subordinates high negative affectivity as 
opposed to those with low negative affectivity. That is, supervisors significantly chose to 
abuse those subordinates who appeared to have little means to defend themselves against 
an attack.
Tepper et al. (2011) recently expanded on the known antecedents of abusive 
supervision by using a moral exclusion perspective (Opotow, 1995). According to this 
approach, behaviours toward others are influenced by our scope o f justice or the belief that 
certain targets are deserving of fair and ethical treatment while others are expendable and 
undeserving (Opotow & Weiss, 2000). They further argued that organisational factors 
influence who supervisors will morally exclude from their scope of justice. Specifically, 
they found that subordinates who are most dissimilar to their supervisors tend to have more 
relationship conflict and poor performance evaluations, which in turn leads to greater 
abusive supervision.
Recent work has also used the social learning theory to explain how the workplace 
environment influences abusive supervisory behaviour (Restubog, Scott, & Zagenczyk, 
2011). Specifically. Restubog and colleagues used Bandura's (1973) social learning theory 
to explain the relationship between aggressive organisational norms (i.e., belief that 
aggression is acceptable and useful in the work context) and subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision. They proposed that this relationship occurs through social learning 
processes such as observational learning and modeling. That is, when supervisors observe 
others aggress within the organisation, this contributes to their belief that abusing their
16
subordinates is socially acceptable and would yield positive outcomes. Figure 1 
summarises the known antecedents and mediating and moderating mechanisms that 
influence abusive supervision.
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Consequences of Abusive Supervision
A review of the literature on abusive supervision indicates a focus towards 
investigating its negative consequences. In this section, I discuss the theoretical 
approaches used to describe employee reactions to abusive supervision. Within each 
theoretical approach, I incorporate work outcomes examined in relation to abusive 
supervision. Similar to its antecedents, a justice-based model was also used to explain 
subordinate responses to abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000). When subordinates are 
unfairly treated, this causes frustration and calls into question the individual's self-worth 
and value in the organisation. The frustrations caused by unfair treatment then results to 
negative work outcomes (Tepper. 2000). More importantly, subordinates' reactions to 
abusive supervision transcend the supervisor-subordinate relationship. This occurs 
because subordinates often see their supervisors as an embodiment of the organisation 
(Eisenberger et al., 2010). Thus, when supervisors engage in hostile behaviours, this is 
perceived as a reflection of how the organisation treats its employees in general. Indeed, 
Tepper (2000) found that the relationship between abusive supervision and workplace 
attitudes and behaviours is mediated by organisational justice. That is, abusive supervision 
impacts on subordinates' perception of distributive justice (the fairness of allocation 
decisions), procedural justice (fairness of the process in which decisions are made), and 
interactional justice (fairness of interpersonal treatment during enactment of procedures). 
This perception of unfairness in the organisation causes frustration that leads to reduced 
organisational commitment, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, job performance, and greater 
intentions to quit since unfair treatment undermines employees' self-esteem and sense of 
fulfilment (Harris, Kacmar, & Zivnuska, 2007; Tepper, 2000). In addition, due to 
frustrations and negative emotions experienced by subordinates exposed to abusive 
supervisors, they are also likely to experience greater psychological distress (i.e., mental
19
state characterised by negative thoughts and feelings related to anxiety, fear or depression; 
Restubog et al., 2011; Selye, 1974).
Aside from a justice-based approach, scholars have also implicated reactance 
theory to explain how subordinates react to abusive supervision. According to this 
perspective, abusive supervision may be viewed by subordinates as a threatening event that 
results in loss of control or autonomy (Wright & Brehm, 1982). Thus, in order to regain 
their personal autonomy, subordinates will engage either in direct or indirect retaliatory 
behaviours (Zellars et al., 2002). However, due to the power imbalance inherent in 
supervisor-subordinate relationships, it would be unsafe for subordinates to directly 
retaliate towards their supervisors. Direct retaliation can potentially stop the mistreatment, 
but it may also trigger greater abuse from the supervisor (Zellars et al., 2002). Thus, 
subordinates may prefer to engage in indirect forms of retaliation that may be undetected 
or if observed may be left unpunished (Tepper, Henle, Lambert, Giacalone, & Duffy,
2008). For example, Zellars et al. (2002) found that abusive supervision is negatively 
related to organisational citizenship behaviours or OCBs (i.e., discretionary actions that 
promote organisational effectiveness; Organ, 1988). Examples of OCBs are helping co ­
workers with work concerns, speaking about the organisation favourably to outsiders, and 
not complaining about trivial problems (Organ, 1988). Subordinates may withhold OCBs 
in response to abusive supervision because these are discretionary and are performed over 
and above their duties and responsibilities as an employee. Another relatively safe form of 
indirect retaliation in response to abusive supervision is defensive silence (i.e., withholding 
information for fear of speaking up; Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). Kiewitz, Restubog, 
Garcia, and Tang (August, 2010) found that abusive supervision is positively related to 
subordinates' defensive silence behaviour. They argued that this relationship is due to the
20
subordinates' fear that if they speak up. it may invite attention and consequently further 
reprisals from their supervisors.
Subordinates may also participate in other forms of behaviours that enable them to 
displace their frustrations and gain a sense of control from being abused. Given that 
supervisors are seen as an embodiment of the organisation and it would be unsafe to 
retaliate directly, subordinates may opt to engage in deviant acts against the organisation in 
general. Indeed, a number of studies have examined the relationship between abusive 
supervision and organisational deviance (i.e., hostile responses aimed at harming the 
organisation; Duffy et al., 2002; Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; 
Thau & Mitchell, 2006). Specifically, Tepper and colleagues (2008) found that this 
relationship is mediated by affective commitment (i.e., employees' emotional attachment, 
involvement, and identification with the organisation; Allen & Meyer, 1990) such that 
perceptions of abusive supervision leads subordinates to feel disregarded and uncared for 
by the organisation. They also found that this mediated relationship was stronger if the 
norms for organisational deviance are high as opposed to low (i.e., the extent to which the 
organisation accepts deviance as an acceptable response to mistreatment; Tepper et ah, 
2008) within the organisation.
Similarly, frustrations experienced at the hands of the abusive supervisor may also 
spill-over through displaced aggression in the family environment (Hoobler & Brass, 1996; 
Restubog et ah, 2011). For example, Hoobler and Brass (1996) found a positive 
relationship between perceptions of abusive supervision and family undermining (i.e., 
increased arguing and negative interactions within family members; Hoobler & Brass, 
1996). That is, they argued that abused subordinates may opt to “blow off steam'" towards 
their family members who they feel are safer targets and are under their “bastion of 
control"’. Restubog and colleagues (2011) extended these findings and reported that the
21
relationship between abusive supervision and family undermining is mediated by 
subordinates' psychological distress. Using both displaced aggression and the 
transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) they argued that individuals who 
experienced fear-based and anxiety-based stressors (e.g., abusive supervision) tend to 
engage in greater emotion-focused coping (i.e., behaviour intended to minimise negative 
emotions arising from the stressor) than problem-focused coping (i.e., behaviour intended 
to alleviate the source of stress). Since subordinates are unable to retaliate directly towards 
their supervisors, emotion-focused coping behaviour is manifested through spouse 
undermining.
Although most responses to abusive supervision are characterised by indirect 
forms, research has also found that subordinates may opt to directly retaliate towards their 
supervisors. Tepper and colleagues (2009) explored instances wherein subordinates 
directly retaliate by engaging in supervisor-directed deviance (i.e., deviant acts directed 
towards the supervisor; Robmson & Bennett, 1995). They explamed that this relationship 
is plausible especially when the subordinates have high intentions to quit (i.e., subjective 
probability of leaving the organisation). That is, those employees who have formed 
concrete plans of exiting are less dependent on their supervisor and the organisation for the 
benefits they receive. Thus, these subordinates are less fearful of the potential 
consequences of direct retaliation. Figure 2 summarises extant research on the 
consequences of abusive supervision.
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Literature Review Synthesis
Although considerable research has been done regarding abusive supervision, there 
are still several theoretical and methodological gaps that need to be addressed. The 
following sections will discuss these gaps in more detail and provide its theoretical and 
practical implications. Furthermore, it will also briefly outline how the current study 
addresses these gaps by introducing a new theoretical lens by which abusive supervision 
can be examined.
Tepper (Tepper, 2007) pointed out the need to move beyond investigating 
individual-level factors that affect abusive supervision and encouraged future research to 
focus on antecedents and mechanisms that influence the occurrence of abusive supervision. 
This call is evidenced by the current paper as it revealed a current focus on the deleterious 
consequences of abusive supervision over investigations on why such behaviour occurs. 
Furthermore, extant literature regarding the antecedents of abusive supervision relied on a 
justice-based approach, focusing on situational antecedents such as interactional and 
procedural injustice and psychological contract breach. The problem with this approach is 
it neglects the possible influence of dispositional factors such as an individual's personality 
or past experiences and assumes that only factors in the organisation affect behaviour.
Another gap in the literature involves the lack of research on cognitive and 
affective mechanisms that drive abusive supervisory behaviour. Extant literature focused 
mainly on dispositional and situational factors that mediate and moderate abusive 
supervision without taking into account possible cognitive and affective processes that 
abusive supervisors go through before they engage in aggressive acts. This is the case 
despite the emergence of integrative and process-oriented theories that explain human 
aggression (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Berkowitz, 1990; Huesmann, 1988).
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On a theoretical note, studies conducted on abusive supervision framed it as a form 
of displaced aggression. However, recent studies proposed that this offers a weak and 
limited explanation of why supervisors abuse their subordinates (Breaux & Perrewe, 2009; 
Miller, Pedersen, Earleywine, & Pollock, 2003). First, according to Breaux and Perrewe 
(2009) the displaced aggression theory has not been tested experimentally in the context of 
abuse. Furthermore, it ignores the temporal characteristics of anger and frustration 
(Bushman et al., 2005) and presupposes that an initial provocation (e.g. injustice from the 
organisation) is enough to trigger an abusive reaction towards subordinates. Second, the 
displaced aggression theory discounts the possibility that abusive supervisors might bring 
dispositional characteristics (e.g. history of aggression) into the situation which means they 
have a hightened tendency to aggress. Third, it treats abusive supervision as a form of 
reactive aggression failing to explain possible mediating mechanisms that may underlie its 
occurrence. The displaced aggression explanation also fails to explain the sustained and 
personality-like characteristic of abusive supervision.
Extant literature on abusive supervision is also not replete with methodological 
limitations and issues. Upon close examination of the studies reviewed in this paper, most 
of these used cross-sectional research designs and/or single source data (Mitchell & 
Ambrose, 2007; Tepper, et al., 2006; Zellars et al., 2002). This greatly limits the 
generalisability of abusive supervision and raises issues of common method variance. It is 
important to address this concern especially since abusive supervision is based on 
subordinate's perception of abuse. It is therefore unclear whether these perceptions 
accurately correspond to actual abuse. Some might even be reluctant to admit that they 
have been victimised (Tepper et al., 2006). Obtaining multiple sources of data (e.g., 
supervisors, subordinates, organisational records) may address this issue. Another 
methodological gap that needs to be addressed is the reliance of extant work on self-report
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measures. The use of such measures may impact on measurement validity due to response 
reactivity issues such as social desirability and test faking.
The present study addresses these limitations by looking at the process that 
mediates the relationship between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. It 
answers Tepper's call for a greater focus on antecedents of abusive supervision by 
exploring the role of history of family aggression as an antecedent to abusive supervision. 
Preliminary support for this relationship comes from the literature on family violence 
(Kcrnsmith, 2006; O'Keefe, 1998; Rcitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001) and Social Learning 
Theory (Bandura, 1973, 1977).
The current research aims to introduce an alternative perspective in looking at the 
antecedents of abusive supervision drawing on basic human aggression and abuse 
literatures. Specifically, this research integrates the Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 
1973) and the General Aggression Model or GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) to serve 
as overarching frameworks of the research. The following sections provides a detailed 
discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of the research paper.
Investigating Explanatory Mechanisms that Lead to Abusive Supervision
The primary aim of this section is to address research gaps regarding the 
antecedents and mediating mechanisms of abusive supervision. Drawing on the literature 
from social psychology and interpersonal abuse, the study adopts the Social Learning 
Theory (Bandura, 1973) and General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 
2002) as theoretical frameworks. The following sections provide an overview of the 
relationship between history of family aggression and future aggressive behaviour 
including the social learning of workplace aggression. Next, it focuses on exploring the 
process by which history of family aggression leads to abusive supervision using the GAM 
as a heuristic. Specifically, the study looks at the moderating role of angry rumination and
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the mediating role of hostile cognitions and affect in explaining the occurrence of abusive 
supervision.
Abusive Supervision as a Form of Aggression
The present study adopts theories from social psychology and basic human 
aggression research to explain the occurrence of abusive supervision. Thus, it is important 
to justify why abusive supervision can be considered as a form of aggressive behaviour as 
it also gives credence to the applicability of social learning and GAM theories.
Aggression is defined as “any form of behaviour directed toward the goal of 
harming or injuring another human being who is motivated to avoid such treatment’’
(Baron & Richardson, 1993, p. 7). This definition states that behaviours can be considered 
as aggressive if hostile intent and motive are present. Although Tepper’s (2007) 
conceptualisation of abusive supervision does not include any reference to the exact intent 
of the perpetrator (i.e., to cause harm or improve performance), it is framed as a form of 
aggression for two reasons. First, scholars have pointed out that intentions are private and 
oftentimes hidden events that are mostly difficult to ascertain (Bandura, 1983; Buss, 1971). 
In the case of abusive supervision, it is expected that supervisors are more likely to frame 
their behavior as non-aggressive even if their subordinates' perceive otherwise. Thus, 
researchers often have to infer based on the context and theory if a certain set of 
behaviours can be considered as aggression (Baron & Richardson, 1994). In the present 
case, abusive supervision is construed as a form of aggression because it is viewed as a 
behaviour that was formed from previous and repeated exposure to inter-parental 
aggression. Furthermore, the measure of abusive supervision used in this study overlaps 
with the content domain of workplace aggression. Second, extant literature on abusive 
supervision framed it as a form of displaced aggression (Tepper, 2007). Supervisors are
27
thought to engage in abusive behaviours as a form of indirect retaliation to mistreatment as 
was discussed earlier in this chapter.
History of Family Aggression
Consistent with previous research on family aggression, this study operationalises 
history of family aggression as observed inter-parental aggression (Delsol & Margolin, 
2004; Kalmuss, 1984; O'Keefe, 1998). In particular, the extent to which the supervisors 
observed their parents aggress towards each other during childhood. The study focuses on 
observed inter-parental aggression for two reasons. First, this operationalisation is 
supported by the Social Learning Theory which states that one way of learning behaviours 
during childhood is through modeling or imitation (Bandura, 1973). Observational learning 
becomes an important learning mechanism for children since some behaviours (i.e., 
aggression) may be difficult or dangerous to learn through direct experience (i.e., trial and 
error approach: Bandura, 1977). Empirical evidence supports the salience of observational 
learning and modelling. In a classic experiment, Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1963) found 
that exposure to human and filmed aggressive models doubled aggressive behaviour in 
children relative to those who were not exposed to aggressive models. Second, violence in 
the family was more likely when males and females observed their parents hit one another 
than when they were the target of the violent acts (Kalmus, 1984). Moreover, modeling of 
family violence was not found to be sex specific or dependent on socially-learned sex roles 
(Kalmus, 1984). That is, Kalmus (1984) found that females who observed their fathers hit 
their mothers were as likely as males to be perpetrators as well as victims of marital 
violence.
The study also focuses on inter-parental aggression (i.e., aggression or violence 
between parents) because parents serve as primary role models during childhood (Bandura, 
1973; O'Keefe. 1998). Indeed, in an experimental study, Bandura (1965) showed that
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children are more likely to imitate the behaviour of a model who had been nurturant and 
had power over resources important for the child. Thus, children are more likely to learn 
from their parents in the family context since they have the power to provide security and 
nurturance (Maccoby, 1992).
Forms of Family Aggression
The effects of physical abuse on future aggressive behaviour have been extensively 
studied (Kalmuss, 1984; Mihalic & Elliott, 1997; Prino & Peyrot, 1994; Salzinger,
Feldman, Hammer, & Rosario, 1993). However, researchers are now considering the 
impact of other forms of abuse (e.g., psychological and emotional abuse; Keashly, 1997; 
Kernsmith, 2006; Kiewitz et al., in press; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001) recognising that 
these forms are more prevalent than physical abuse and equally detrimental (Ney, 1987).
The present study captures both physical and nonphysical forms of family 
aggression for two reasons. First, more often than not, both forms of aggression occur 
simultaneously (Nicholas & Bieber, 1997). It is rare that a child only experiences physical 
or verbal aggression by itself. For example, parents may verbally abuse their children 
while hitting them. Second, recent research suggests that verbal and nonverbal forms of 
aggression lead to even more detrimental effects on children because '‘it is more likely to 
change the child's view of the world and themselves" (Ney, 1987, p. 376) than other 
forms. In support for this, Teicher, Samson, Polcari, & McGreenery (2006) found that 
childhood exposure to parental verbal aggression has a stronger association with 
dissociation, limbic irritability, depression, and anger-hostility than physical aggression.
In addition, shaming experiences were also found to be a more important predictor of adult 
abusive personality than experienced physical abuse (Dutton, van Ginkel, & Starzomski, 
1995).
History of Family Aggression and Future Aggressive Behaviour
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In this section, I briefly review the literature on history of family aggression as it 
relates to adult aggressive behaviour. Specifically, the review focuses on explaining the 
relationship between history of family aggression and aggressive behaviour through social 
learning theory. Then, the succeeding section discusses the applicability of the social 
learning theory in accounting for aggression in the workplace.
Numerous studies have found that aggression experienced in the past influences the 
enactment of aggressive acts in the future (Bandura, 1973, 1985; Cappell & Heiner, 1990; 
Geen & Donnerstein, 1998; Huesmann, 1988; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). This "‘cycle of 
violence” is commonly called the intergenerational transmission of violence hypothesis, 
which posits that the propensity to engage in dysfunctional and antisocial behaviours is 
transferred from one generation to the next (Capped & Heiner, 1990; Delsol & Margolin, 
2004; Doumas, Margolin, & John, 1994). Specific evidence in support of this premise is 
derived from the family violence literature which established a relationship between 
experiences of family aggression during childhood and abusive interpersonal relationships 
during adulthood (Briere, 1987; Chermack & Walton, 1999; Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986; 
Kernsmith, 2006; O'Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001; Straus, Gelles, & 
Steinmetz, 1980; Wolf & Foshee, 2003). For example, Chermack and Walton (1999) 
found that both observed and received family aggression during childhood are associated 
with aggression in future dating and marital relationships. Moreover, received aggression 
also predicted violence in non-dating (e.g., strangers, friends, co-workers, and bosses) 
relationships. Similarly, observed parental violence as a child or adolescent in males has 
been found to be a consistent predictor of wife battering (Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986).
A noteworthy study on the intergenerational transmission of violence hypothesis 
was done by Straus as part of the National Family Violence Surveys (Straus, 1990; Straus 
et al., 1980). Straus reported that both males and females who experienced physical
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punishment as children were more likely to engage in both mild and severe marital 
violence as adults. Those men and women who had observed their parents hit each other 
were three times more likely to be violent towards their own partners compared to those 
who were not exposed to violence. Moreover, these participants also reported higher rates 
of physically abusing their own children.
Although both abused males and females are susceptible to becoming abusive 
adults in the future, studies have suggested that there are gender differences in transmission 
rates (Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986; Rosenbaum & O'Leary, 1981). Rosenbaum and 
O'Leary (1981) found that the positive relationship between witnessing violence as a child 
on later violent behaviour was stronger for males than for females. Specifically, there was 
no significant difference between those women who were victims of physical marital 
violence and those women in the control group (i.e., women who were not abused and 
were satisfied with their marriages) in terms of having witnessed inter-parental aggression. 
On the contrary, abusive husbands were found to have more likely witnessed mter-parental 
aggression in their families than husbands in the control group. Although men were more 
likely than women to transmit violence in their own families, evidence suggests that the 
impact of witnessing family violence is stronger for women than for men (Forsstrom- 
Cohen & Rosenbaum, 1985). That is, female college students who witnessed inter- 
parental aggression reported greater anxiety, depression, and aggressiveness than males. 
The Social Learning Theory
In the family violence literature, the foremost theory used to explain the 
intergenerational transmission process is derived from Bandura's (1973, 1977) Social 
Learning Theory. It states that individuals learn the acceptability of aggressive behaviour 
through observation and direct experience. Schemas associated with interpersonal 
relationships are formed on the basis of how parents interact with the child as well as
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towards each other. Specifically, constant exposure to aggression during childhood gives 
the idea that aggressive behaviour is an acceptable means of settling interpersonal conflicts 
and also increases one's tolerance for violence. Furthermore, observing aggressive 
behaviour in the family gives children the opportunity to model specific forms of 
interpersonal aggression (e.g., how to hit, what to hit with, when to hit, etc.). Indeed, 
Mihalic and Elliot (1997) noted that, “if the family of origin handled stresses and 
frustrations with anger and aggression, the child who has grown up in such an environment 
is at greater risk of exhibiting those same behaviours, witnessed or experienced, as an 
adult" (p. 21). Furthermore, positive outcomes from observed aggression increase the 
likelihood that the behaviour will be imitated. This is because the child expects the same 
positive consequences out of the same set of aggressive behaviours (Delsol & Margolin, 
2004).
Exposure to violence does not necessarily lead to observational learning. Most of 
what we observe and eventually model as our own behaviour are stored symbolically m 
memory. Indeed, more often than not, individuals manifest modelled behaviour outside of 
the learning situation and in the absence of role models. Given this, Bandura (1973) 
presented four sub-processes that influence the nature and degree to which behaviour is 
learned. The first process concerns the individual's ability to attend to incoming 
information as well as the characteristics of the stimuli itself. For example, stimuli that are 
distinct, prevalent, and has emotional valence are most likely to capture attention. Second, 
the symbolically captured memory of the stimuli needs to be retained in memory. One 
way by which this is attained is through symbolic or cognitive rehearsal of the learned 
behaviour. Third, individuals need to reproduce and manifest the symbolically learned 
behaviour in order to gain experience and mastery. Lastly, manifested behaviour should be 
reinforced in order to be retained and to gain feedback regarding its utility.
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Empirical findings in the abuse literature support the social learning perspective 
(Mihalic & Elliott, 1997; O'Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). For instance, in a 
subsample of males who witnessed inter-parental violence, O'Keefe (1998) demonstrated 
that acceptability of the use of violence in dating relationships differentiated those who 
inflicted dating violence from those who had not. A national study conducted by Mihalic 
and Elliott (1997) showed that, for women, observing violence as a child was indirectly 
associated with higher rates of marital violence and victimisation. This relationship was 
mediated by marital satisfaction and committing felony assaults during adolescence.
Social Learning of Workplace Aggression
Organisational scholars have only recently shifted their attention from investigating 
organisational antecedents of workplace aggression to including environmental factors 
outside of the organisation. This is the case despite past evidence suggesting the 
generalisability of Social Learning Theory in predicting aggression outside the family 
setting (Hotaling, Straus, & Lincoln, 1988; Straus, 1990; Widom, 1989). In fact. OLeary- 
Kelly, Griffin and Glew's (1996) theoretical framework on organisational-motivated 
aggression is largely based on Bandura's (1973) Social Learning Theory. Dietz and 
colleagues (2003) pointed out that this is typical of organisational behaviour research 
which, for the most part, places ‘"an artificial boundary between organisation and 
environment, thereby failing to consider that organisational behaviour might be as much a 
product of the forces outside of an organisation as it is a product of the organisation itself' 
(p. 318).
Nevertheless, a few studies provide empirical support for the social learning of 
workplace aggression. For example, Dietz and colleagues (2003) showed that violence in 
the community surrounding a plant predicted severe workplace aggression while a plant's 
procedural justice climate did not. This result was based on a sample of 250
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geographically dispersed plants and longitudinal data from different sources. This 
relationship remained significant even after controlling for shared social causes such as 
economic deprivation, family disruption, and subcultures of violence. In a similar vein, it 
was found that a history of aggressive behaviour (i.e., how frequent the person engaged in 
aggressive acts during high-school and post high-school) predicted supervisor-targeted 
aggression in secondary jobs (Inness et al., 2005) and moderated the relationship between 
adverse working conditions and workplace aggression (Greenberg & Barling, 1999). 
Studies have also shown that people who grew up in aggressive-prone cultures are more 
likely to engage in aggression in different contexts (Garcia et al., 2010), including the 
workplace (Douglas & Martinko, 2001). On the whole, these studies demonstrate that 
workplace aggression can be learned through observation, imitation, and symbolic 
modeling of violence in an environment aside from the organisation.
Since research on the social learning of workplace aggression is still in its infancy, 
there are still gaps that need to be addressed. First, most of the research in this area 
focused on the role of previous aggressive behaviour and future workplace aggression 
(Greenberg & Barling, 1999; Inness et al., 2005). This neglects other ways an individual 
learns aggression. Based on the Social Learning Theory, people learn to be aggressive not 
only through direct experience but also through observation. Thus, there is evidence to 
suggest that even before an individual perpetrates aggressive acts, he/she learns the 
acceptability of aggression through witnessing others being victimised. Although the 
study by Douglas and Martinko (2001) examined the influence of aggressive home and 
neighbourhood cultures, they did not include mediating mechanisms that explain why and 
how these factors are related to workplace aggression. Second, little is known about the 
role of history of family aggression in influencing specific forms of workplace aggression 
such as abusive supervision. Most studies undertaken by management scholars focused on
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the general area of workplace aggression as shown by the studies previously discussed. An 
exception to this is a recent research by Kiewitz and colleagues (in press) in which they 
demonstrated that supervisors' previous experience of family undermining (e.g., through 
verbal abuse) is a significant predictor of abusive supervision.
The present study addresses these gaps by looking at the relationship between 
observed inter-parental aggression and abusive supervision. Furthermore, it expands the 
literature on history of family aggression and abusive supervision by capturing the process 
and mediating mechanisms underlying this relationship. It frames abusive supervision as 
a result of a process wherein cognition and affect come into play. Specifically, it explores 
the relationship between psychological states and angry rumination as precursors to 
aggressive responding. The study adopts the General Aggression Model (GAM) 
developed by Anderson and Bushman (2002) as a framework in explaining the proposed 
mediating and moderating processes.
The General Aggression Model
This section provides an overview of the General Aggression Model (GAM; 
Anderson & Bushman, 2002). The discussion focuses on the GAM's episodic and 
personality process models, which identifies the different factors that influence aggressive 
behaviour. In the succeeding section, I present and discuss the proposed theoretical model 
as it relates to the GAM.
Current theories on human aggression (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Berkowitz, 
1990; Huesmann, 1988) all frame it as behaviour affected by situational and dispositional 
factors and that this effect goes through a multi-stage process. The General Aggression 
Model (GAM) by Anderson & Bushman (2002) appears to be the most parsimonious and 
integrative process-based theory of human aggression. It is based on previous domain 
specific theories on aggression (Bandura, 1973, 1983; Berkowitz, 1990; Huesmann, 1988;
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Zillman, Katcher, & Milavsky, 1972) and has been empirically supported (Anderson,
1997; Anderson, Anderson, Dill, & Deuser, 1998; Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson, 
Deuser, & DeNeve, 1995).
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Aggression 
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Appraisal and 
Decision Processes
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Figure 3. The General Aggression Model episodic process
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Figure 3 shows a simplified version of the single episode model of the GAM 
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Each social interaction is composed of three interlinked 
stages that influence the nature and degree of aggressive responding. The first stage 
concerns the presence of input variables or the different biological, social, environmental, 
and dispositional factors that have been found to influence aggressive behaviour. The 
GAM categorises input variables into person and situation factors. Person factors are 
composed of characteristics the individual brings in a situation which includes traits, 
attitudes, and genetic predispositions. Indeed, research in human aggression has 
recognised that certain individuals are more prone to engage in high-levels of aggression 
(Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dill, Anderson, Anderson, & Deuser, 1997; Garcia et al., 2010). 
For example, it was found that individuals differ in their susceptibility towards hostile 
attribution (i.e., tendency to interpret stimuli in a hostile manner; Crick & Dodge, 1994) 
and that those who are high in hostile attribution bias are more likely to engage in 
aggressive behaviour (Dill et al., 1997). Similarly, Garcia et al. (2010) found that 
individuals who strongly endorsed negative reciprocity beliefs (i.e., unitary set of beliefs 
that favour retribution as a response to mistreatment; Gouldner, 1960) were more likely to 
engage in workplace aggression towards both co-workers and the organisation than those 
who did not.
Situational factors also act as input variables and include characteristics of the 
present situation such as the presence of aggressive cues and provocation (Anderson & 
Bushman, 2002). For example, Baron and colleagues (1999) reported that there was a 
positive relationship between perceived injustice in the workplace and aggression 
committed against co-workers and supervisors. They further proposed that high levels of
37
injustice in the workplace may spiral into an aggression and counter-aggression scenario in 
which even innocent third-parties (i.e., co-workers or customers) are affected.
The nature and presence of input variables influence psychological states. GAM 
theory (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) suggests that there are three main psychological 
mechanisms that operate within an individual namely cognitions, affect, and arousal.
Some input variables may primarily traverse either one of these routes while others may 
activate each psychological state simultaneously. Anderson and colleagues (1995, 1997, 
1998; Lindsay & Anderson, 2000) tested these propositions through several experiments 
on temperature and violent media. For instance, they found that exposure to violent media 
(Anderson, 1997) and pain (Lindsay & Anderson, 2000) are positively related to increased 
state hostility (affective psychological state). Conversely, violent media (Anderson, 1997) 
and gun primes (Lindsay & Anderson, 2000) are positively related to accessibility of 
aggressive thoughts (cognitive psychological state) but only with those low in trait 
hostility. They proposed that people high in trait hostility are so used to being chronically 
primed, that priming effects has little or no impact on them. In a similar experiment, 
Anderson and colleagues (1995) reported that temperature and exercise produce changes in 
both perceived (e.g., feeling active and energetic) and physiological (e.g., increased heart 
rate and body temperature) arousal
According to the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), before individuals engage in 
aggressive behaviour or thoughtful action, they go through an appraisal stage where 
framing and analysis of the present situation occurs. This is the stage in which information 
regarding intent, affect, and goal of the perpetrator are evaluated and the resulting response 
is justified. Aggressive and nonaggressive people differ on the kind of social inference 
they form. Specifically, aggressive individuals' appraisals are biased towards hostility
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(Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 2002; Dill et al., 1997; Schultz, Izard,
& Ackerman, 2000).
The present psychological state largely determines the type of inference formed 
during the appraisal process (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Lindsay & Anderson, 2000). 
GAM theory claims that hostile cognitions, affect, and arousal gives rise to hostile 
appraisals. In partial support for this relationship, Zelli, Huesmann, and Cervone (1995) 
found that, relative to nonaggressive participants, aggressive individuals recalled more 
ambiguous sentences in response to aggressive cues than in response to semantic cues 
under a spontaneous processing condition. This suggests that chronic accessibility of 
aggressive thoughts lead to a hostile attribution bias (Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008). Less 
obvious is how a hostile affective state influences the appraisal process. One mechanism is 
through the interconnections of the different psychological states. It is believed that 
cognition and affect are part of semantic memory that can be primed via a spreading 
activation process. In short, priming hostile cognitions may consequently prime hostile 
affect and vice versa. Moreover, research has shown that oftentimes people's inference 
and decision processes are guided by affective states (Forgas, 1992; Schwarz & Clore,
1996).
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Figure 4. The GAM personality process
Although the GAM focuses on an episode of social interaction, it also accounts for 
the influence of past experiences on current and future behaviour. Figure 4 presents the 
GAM personality processes as outlined by Anderson and Bushman (2002). According to 
this model, repeated exposure to hostile stimuli (e.g., poor parenting or violent media) 
results in the development and automatisation of aggressive knowledge structures (e.g., 
aggressive beliefs, attitudes, memories, and desensitisation to aggression). Once these
knowledge structures become highly developed and accessible, it collectively forms the 
individual's hostile personality which then serves as an input variable in the GAM episodic 
process described earlier.
The Proposed Theoretical Model
Figure 5 outlines the proposed theoretical model based on the social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1973) and the General Aggression Model (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). The 
model presents an integration of both the GAM episodic and personality process models by 
linking supervisors* history of family aggression to subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision. I propose that history of family aggression influences the episodic process by 
influencing the kind of psychological state experienced. That is, repeated exposure to 
observed inter-parental aggression leads to the chronic accessibility of hostile cognitions 
and hostile affect. Once hostile psychological states become active and accessible, this 
influences how supervisors interpret the social encounter (i.e., hostile interpretation of the 
interaction). This m turn mcreases the likelihood to engage m supervisory hostility
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towards the subordinate.
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History of Family Aggression and the Psychological States
The GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) highlights the importance of past 
experiences which is represented by what people bring with them to the present situation. 
According to the model, previous repeated exposure to aggression (e.g., media violence, 
poor parenting) results in long-term effects as aggression-related knowledge structures 
(e.g., aggressive beliefs, attitudes, schemata, behaviour scripts) are developed, 
automatised, and reinforced. Consistent with the social learning theory (Bandura, 1973, 
1977), aggressive knowledge structures are strengthened in two ways. First, individuals 
learn the acceptability of aggression through direct experience and observation and each 
successful aggressive encounter serves as a learning trial. In the context of the present 
study, abusive supervisors are likely to engage in aggressive behaviours because it 
“worked" for them in the past. A person may acquire, retain, and possess aggression- 
related schemas but overt expression depends on whether the behaviour yields positive 
consequences (Bandura, 1973). For example, history of the use of aggression (i.e., 
frequency of hitting family members or others during high-school and post high-school) 
was found to be positively related to aggression against a co-worker (Greenberg & Barling, 
1999). Second, repeated exposure to aggression reduces avoidance and distress from 
committing such injurious acts. Combined with positive reinforcement, individuals are 
gradually desensitised, increasing not only the likelihood of overt aggression but also its 
severity (Bandura, 1973).
GAM theory proposes that once aggressive knowledge structures are strengthened, 
it will in turn increase an individual's propensity to aggress and eventually produce an 
aggressive personality. Due to the stability of an aggressive personality, it is expected that 
they have acquired richly complex hostile schemata and belief systems that link aggressive
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thoughts and affect in a variety of contexts. Thus, it acts as an input variable in an episode 
affecting both the psychological states and consequently aggressive behaviour (Anderson 
& Bushman, 2002). Based on the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) and the Social 
Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973), it is predicted that a history of family aggression 
increases the accessibility of hostile cognitions and affect by chronically priming 
individuals to think and feel in a hostile manner. Specifically, repeated observed inter- 
parental aggression in the past leads to developed, stable, and automatised knowledge 
structures which results in hostile cognitions and affect. However, similar to the studies 
done by Anderson and colleagues (Anderson, 1997; Anderson et al., 1998; Lindsay & 
A.nderson, 2000), the exact sequence and direction of the effect remains unclear. History 
of family aggression may traverse the cognitive route and consequently “prime'” hostile 
affect. Hostile affect activating hostile thoughts or simultaneous activation may also be 
possible. Due to the nature of the predictor variable and the methodology employed, the 
study focuses on the cognitive and affective psychological states. Give these, we make the 
following predictions:
Hypothesis 1: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile 
cognitions.
Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile affect. 
History o f Family Aggression and Hostile Cognitions
History of family aggression and hostile cognitions. History of family aggression 
leads to the chronic activation of hostile cognitions (e.g., aggressive beliefs, memories, and 
concepts) in two ways. First, through social learning processes such as observational 
learning, repeated exposure to inter-parental aggression leads individuals to believe that 
aggression is an appropriate response to settle interpersonal conflicts because it either
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worked for them in the past or they observed role models (i.e., parents) use it to gain 
positive consequences (Bandura, 1977). A more specific and detailed account of how 
observational learning translates to hostile cognitions across situations comes from 
Huesmamfrs (1986, 1988) work on aggressive scripts -  which refer to sets of particularly 
well-rehearsed, highly associated concepts in memory, often involving causal links, goals, 
and action plans. According to this theory, once aggressive scripts are learned, it is stored 
in memory and may be retrieved later on to guide behaviour in a particular situation. The 
kind of script an individual employs in a given situation depends on his/her personal 
history and past experiences. Thus, a person who was exposed to aggression in the past 
tend to favour aggressive scripts because role models reinforced its use or it yielded 
positive consequences. In the context of the present study, exposure to observed inter- 
parental aggression results in hostile cognitions in the form of aggressive well-rehearsed 
aggressive scripts that predispose supervisors to behave aggressively across different 
situations.
It is also argued that history of family aggression leads to stable hostile cognitions 
through increasing the accessibility of aggressive concepts in memory. This can be 
explained by the cognitive neo-associationistic model (CNA; Berkowitz, 1990) which is 
another domain specific theory related to the GAM. In CNA theory, aggression-related 
concepts are linked together in memory similar to a semantic network (See Figure 6). 
Similar to the GAM, the CNA purports that repeated exposure to aversive stimuli leads to 
the strengthening of associations between relevant concepts in memory (i.e., darker lines 
represent stronger connections). Thus, each time a child observes his or her parents fight, 
certain aggressive concepts that are especially present during the episode (e.g., hitting, 
knife, anger) are strengthened resulting in increased automatisation and accessibility.
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History of family aggression and hostile affect. The GAM, aggressive script, and 
CNA theories can also be used to explain the relationship between history of family 
aggression and hostile affect. Based on the CNA, aggressive concepts that are stored in 
memory may contain associated emotions that can be felt or accessed similar to hostile 
cognitions. For example, the concept "ridicule'’ may be linked to the emotion felt by the 
observer during the time the concept was encoded in memory which strengthens the 
relationship between the two. GAM theory supports this view by proposing that input 
variables may activate both cognitions and affect at the same time because they may be 
connected through a semantic network. The activation of an aggressive concept may 
consequently activate the emotion associated with it. Bushman and Geen (1990) tested 
this proposition using experimental data. They found that the model wherein both hostile 
cognitions and affect were accounted for was significantly better in predicting aggressive 
behaviour compared with a restricted model (i.e., only hostile cognitions or hostile affect 
was activated).
Similarly, script theory (Huesmann, 1988) suggests that affect influences the scripts 
that are encoded and retrieved from memory. As such, it is possible that individuals who 
observed inter-parental aggression do not only cognitively learn the appropriateness of 
aggression, but also reinforces negative affect felt during the episode. Thus, frequent 
exposure to anger-eliciting situations also leads to the chronic experience of anger across 
situations. Indeed, it is possible for certain individuals to be predisposed to experience and 
express anger more as opposed to others (Deffenbacher, Oetting, Lynch, & Morris, 1996). 
The Psychological States and Abusive Supervision
In this section, I develop arguments that explain the role of the psychological states 
in linking history of family aggression and abusive supervision. Building on Social
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Learning Theory, GAM theory postulates that once psychological states are primed in a 
hostile manner, these results in a greater predisposition to engage in aggressive acts 
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Individuals with highly accessible hostile cognitions and 
affect tend to engage in greater aggression because these influence their perceptions and 
appraisals of their situational environment. For example, Huesmann and Guerra (1997) 
found that those individuals with highly activated aggressive cognitions in the form of 
aggressive scripts engaged in more aggressive acts compared to those with less activated 
aggressive cognitions or scripts. The reason for this is that aggressive individuals' 
appraisals are influenced by their preference for aggressive behavioural strategies since it 
worked for them in the past. Furthermore, those individuals with highly accessible 
aggressive cognitions (i.e., scripts) believe in the appropriateness of aggression in settling 
interpersonal conflicts (Huesmann, 1988). Indeed, based on the social learning theory, 
observations and approval of aggressive interactions within the family results in the 
promotion of aggression as the best behavioural alternative during interpersonal conflict 
situations (Bandura, 1973; Mihalic & Elliot, 1997). Thus, highly accessible hostile 
cognitions result in abusive supervision because it predisposes supervisors to use 
aggression given a provocation.
Hostile affect in the form of anger also provides a justification for aggressive 
retaliation and may potentially interfere with higher-level cognitive processes, including 
those used in moral reasoning and judgment (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Indeed, 
negative affect reduces people's ability to delay gratification (Clark & Isen, 1981). In 
addition, when a person feels angry, it may serve as a cue about appropriate actions to take 
(e.g., retaliation) especially in ambiguous situations (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). 
Overall, empirical evidence suggests that input variables (e.g., exposure to violent media
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and video games) influence either one or both cognitions and affect which then increase 
aggressive behaviour (Anderson, 1997; Bushman & Anderson, 2002; Lindsay & Anderson, 
2000). In the context of the present study, we expect that abusive supervisors engage in 
sustained displays of verbal and non-verbal hostility directed towards their subordinates 
because they appraise situations in an aggressive manner. That is, highly activated hostile 
cognitions influence the manner by which supervisors interpret and understand incoming 
information from their interactions with subordinates, especially in ambiguous situations. 
Similarly, their highly activated hostile affect predisposes supervisors to seek out 
situational evidence that validate their aggressive feelings. This in turn results in abusive 
supervisory behaviours. Given these theoretical considerations, it is predicted that: 
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile cognitions.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile affect.
The Moderating Role of Angry Rumination
Rumination is defined as the tendency to focus on negative self-evaluations or 
negative interpretation of one's life causing the amplification of negative emotion (Ray et 
al., 2005). In the aggression literature, angry rumination has been implicated as one 
important person factor that explains and predicts the occurrence of anger and aggressive 
behaviour (Denson, Pedersen, Ronquillo, & Nandy, 2009). Angry rumination involves 
thinking about and reliving an anger-eliciting event as well as cognitively rehearsing acts 
of retaliation (Denson, Pedersen, & Miller, 2006; Sukhodolsky, Golub, & Cromwell, 
2000). Studies have also found that individuals differ on how situations are appraised,
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which include whether one engages actively in rumination (Ray & Ochsner, 2005; 
Wilkowski & Robinson, 2008).
This study focuses on angry rumination as a moderator among other cognitive 
appraisal processes because it has been found to augment both direct and displaced 
aggression (Pedersen et al., 2011). That is, angry rumination has been found to directly 
increase the accessibility of aggressive thoughts and the experience of state anger 
(Pedersen et al., 2011). Ruminating about past experiences (i.e., observed family 
aggression) activates aggressive concepts in memory as well as the emotion experienced 
during the encounter. These activation processes are similar to a semantic network 
whereby hostile thoughts may yield hostile affect and vice versa (see Figure 6) (Berkowitz, 
1990). Thus, angry rumination acts as the link between history of family aggression (i.e., 
past experience) and the individual's current psychological state (i.e., hostile cognitions 
and hostile affect).
Angry rumination may increase the accessibility of aggressive thoughts in relation 
to history of family aggression. Since aggressive concepts in memory are activated once a 
particular emotion is experienced, it is possible for the associations between aggressive 
concepts to be strengthened especially if the person ruminates about his or her negative 
experiences (Berkowitz, 1990). Furthermore, rumination can be used as a form of 
rehearsal for encoded behavioural scripts. When individuals replay what they have 
observed in the past, it becomes more readily accessible in memory (Huesmann, 1988). 
Rumination also gives individuals the opportunity to revise their aggressive scripts as 
ruminative thought grants them the opportunity to think about whether the aggressive 
strategy is appropriate given certain situations (Huesmann, 1988). Indeed, Denson and 
colleagues (2009) have shown that angry rumination involves the rehearsal of aggressive
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scripts since both activate the region of the brain responsible for hostile cognitions. Thus, 
ruminating about previous experiences (i.e., observed inter-parental aggression) not only 
leads to the accessibility of aggressive thoughts but may also strengthen the belief that 
aggression is acceptable and appropriate across various situations. Thus, it is predicted 
that:
Hypothesis 5: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in predicting 
abusive supervision through hostile cognitions will be stronger for those individuals who 
engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
It is also argued that angry rumination may increase hostile affect in relation to 
history of family aggression. According to associative theories of affect (Berko wtiz, 1990; 
Clark & Isen, 1981), angry rumination may amplify the experience of negative emotion 
because it prolongs the activation of the emotional experience. Because angry rumination 
involves thinking about the angering incident, it continuously activates the emotion which 
then leads to the activation of other memories related to the emotion felt. This can be 
likened to a spreading activation process whereby rumination leads to the prolonged 
experience of anger and this experience consequently activates anger-related memories, 
which then intensifies the anger experienced. Indeed, numerous studies have supported the 
positive relationship between angry rumination and negative affect (Bushman, 2002; 
Pedersen et al., 2011; Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998). The tendency to ruminate about 
past experiences therefore increases the likelihood that negative affect is experienced. 
Indeed, empirical evidence suggests that those individuals who were predisposed to 
ruminate about past offenses were more susceptible to feeling most hostile and to report 
greater aggressive behaviour (Bushman & Geen, 1990). In addition, a neuro imaging study 
conducted by Denson, White, and Warburton (2009) showed that areas of the brain
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associated with negative affect were also found to be active during angry rumination 
following a provocation. Thus, in the context of the present study, it is expected that when 
supervisors ruminate about their past experiences (i.e., history of family aggression) this 
leads to a reactivation of hostile feelings related to the memories recalled. It is therefore 
predicted that:
Hypothesis 6: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in predicting 
abusive supervision through hostile affect will be stronger for those individuals who 
engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
Summary
In summary, I propose a moderated mediation model to explain the relationship 
between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. That is, I propose that the 
relationship between history of family aggression and abusive supervision is mediated by 
the individuals' psychological state (i.e., cognitions and affect). Specifically, history of 
family aggression increases the likelihood of abusive supervisory behaviour because it 
chronically activates hostility-related cognitions and affect. Furthermore, this mechanism 
is stronger for individuals who tend to ruminate about their past experiences such as 
observed family aggression during childhood.
Organisation of the Dissertation
This dissertation is comprised of seven chapters and six studies. Chapter 1 has 
reviews the literature on abusive supervision, focusing on extant work regarding its 
antecedents and consequences. It also presents the proposed theoretical model and 
discusses both the theoretical rationale and empirical support for the hypothesised 
relationships. Chapter 2 reports Study 1 which examined the direct relationship between 
history of family aggression and the psychological states (i.e., hostile cognitions and
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hostile affect) using a sample of university students. It also provides validity evidence for 
the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus, 1979). Chapter 3 presents the findings of Study 2, 
which is aimed at testing the mediating role of hostile cognitions and hostile affect in the 
relationship between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. Chapter 4 
presents the findings of Study 3 which aimed to constructively replicate Study 2 by using a 
different sample of employees from various organisations and using an implicit measure of 
hostile cognitions. Chapter 5 presents Study 4 which aimed to examine the proposed 
moderated mediation model specifically testing the conditional indirect effects of history 
of family in predicting abusive supervision via the psychological states at low and high 
levels of angry rumination. It also replicates results from the previous studies while 
controlling for previously-established antecedents of abusive supervision (e.g., 
organisational injustice and psychological contract breach) as well as supervisor and 
subordinate characteristics (age, gender, and subordinates' neuroticism). Chapter 6 reports 
Study 5 which tests the proposed model using a sample of parent-supervisor-subordinate 
triads. Study 5 strengthens the methodology by collecting data from an additional source 
(i.e., parent ratings of history of family aggression) in order to address issues arising from 
common method variance retrospective data (e.g., memory recall problems). Chapter 7 
concludes the dissertation by synthesising the main findings, discussing implications in 
terms of theory and practice, and providing directions for future research.
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Chapter 2
Study 1: The Relationship between History of Family Aggression and Psychological
States
Introduction and Hypotheses
The purpose of study 1 is to test the front part of the model. In particular, I examine 
the relationship between history of family aggression and two psychological states: hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect. Figure 7 depicts the hypothesised relationships that were 
examined in this study.
The GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) suggests that repeated exposure to 
violence results in the increased activation and accessibility of psychological states. In this 
study, it is proposed that a history of family aggression (i.e., observed inter-parental 
aggression during childhood) would result in greater activation and accessibility of hostile 
cognitions and affect. History of family aggression increases hostile cognitions by way of 
the adaptation and consistent use of aggressive scripts (Huesmann, 1988). Specifically, 
children who were exposed to inter-parental aggression learn the acceptability of 
aggression which then results in the development of hostile-related action plans (i.e., 
scripts) that they use when faced with similar interpersonal conflicts. When these 
aggressive scripts yield positive outcomes, it becomes easier to retrieve in memory and 
more likely to be used in social interactions. In line with this reasoning, it is predicted that: 
Hypothesis 1: History o f family aggression is positively related to hostile cognitions.
Similarly, it is also expected that history of family aggression will increase the 
activation and accessibility of hostile affect. According to semantic memory theories 
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Berkowitz, 1990), aggressive concepts and memories are 
oftentimes stored together with associated emotions such as anger. Frequent exposure
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to aggressive concepts may also result in the frequent experience of negative emotion. For 
example, if anger is repeatedly experienced, it gets stored in memory together with the 
environmental cues that trigger it. Frequent exposure to aggression strengthens these 
connections enabling certain negative emotions more accessible and activated. Following 
this line of reasoning, it is predicted that:
Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression is positively related to hostile affect.
Study 1 -  Method
Participants
Two hundred fifty-five student-parent dyads participated in this study. University 
students and their parents were recruited in a large private university in the Philippines. 
Students were chosen as participants for this study since most of them still live with their 
parents or legal guardians. This then facilitated collecting data from their parents. 
Participants were enrolled in various disciplines such as social sciences (e.g., psychology, 
46.27%), education (20%), business and economics (e.g., management, 17.65%), and 
engineering (10.98%), while others (3.14%) did not indicate their current program/course. 
Of the 255 student participants, 69% were females and the average age was 18.13 years 
(SD= 1.35). Among the parent participants, 66% were females and 60% of the parent 
participants were mothers, 20% were fathers, 9% were legal guardians, while 11% did not 
indicate their specific relationship with the focal participant. More than half (64%) of 
them are aged 50 years and below and 74% have lived with the focal student participant for 
at least 16 years.
Procedure
Letters were distributed to lecturers and professors within the university to request 
permission to administer the survey questionnaires in their classes. The letter contained
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information about the study as well as contact details of the researcher should they agree to 
participate. During survey administration, students were asked to read the information 
sheet provided describing the study as well as sign the informed consent forms. Students 
were reminded that they can withdraw from the study at any point in time and that this 
would not in any way jeopardise their performance in class or their relationship with the 
university.
Each student was given a survey kit which includes the student experiences 
questionnaire and the parent questionnaire (see Appendix for a sample of the 
questionnaires). To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, the students were asked to 
generate an anonymous code which will be used to match the completed student and parent 
questionnaires. The anonymous code was generated by using the first two letters of their 
father's first name, the last two letters of their mother's first name, and the day of their 
birthday. Each student was also asked to use the same anonymous code for the parent 
questionnaire to facilitate matching of the two questionnaires. Students then answered the 
student experiences questionnaire and were requested to give the parent questionnaires to 
one of their parents or legal guardian.
Parents were provided with an information sheet and a consent form (see Appendix 
for a sample of the parent information sheet and consent form). They were instructed to 
place the completed questionnaires in the paid postage envelope provided and to affix their 
signature across the flap. Thus, completed parent questionnaires were sent directly to the 
researcher to minimise tampering and ensure the integrity of the data.
A total of 500 surveys were administered. Out of this, 315 student and 283 parent 
questionnaires were returned yielding a response rate of 63% and 56.6%, respectively. 
Sixty student questionnaires and 28 parent questionnaires were excluded from the study
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based on the following grounds: 1) either the student or parent questionnaire was not 
completed, 2) the student failed to generate an anonymous code, 3) parents failed to seal 
the paid postage envelope and affix their signatures across the flap, 4) students or parents 
failed to sign the informed consent forms provided. Thus, a total of 255 matched student- 
parent questionnaires comprised the final sample.
Measures
The questionnaires were prepared in English because this language is spoken by a 
vast majority of the Filipino population, especially among its well educated social strata 
(Bernardo, 2004). Furthermore, English was used as the medium of instruction in the 
University. Unless otherwise stated, participants responded using a seven-point Likert 
scale. The reliability coefficients for each measure in this study are reported later.
Parent ratings of history offamily aggression. History of family aggression was 
operationalised as previous observed inter-parental aggression. Based on Social Learning 
Theory (Bandura, 1973), aggression can be learned through observation of role models. 
Indeed, numerous studies have operationalised history of family aggression as the extent of 
observed inter-parental aggression (Cappell & Heiner, 1990; Chermack & Walton, 1999; 
Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). History of family aggression was measured using a 
modified version of the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus, 1979). The CTS measures 
family violence by asking respondents to report the frequency by which they engage in 
three modes of dealing with conflict: 1) reasoning (i.e., the use of non-aggressive tactics 
such as rational discussion), 2) verbal aggression (i.e., acts which symbolically hurt the 
other), and 3) physical aggression (i.e., the use of physical force to hurt the other) (Straus, 
1979). For this study, only the verbal and physical aggression subscales were utilised
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since the construct of interest pertains to aggressive acts committed by parents in front of 
the child.
The internal consistency of the items comprising the CTS has been analysed by 
computing for the item-total correlation and the alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1970; Straus, 
1979). For the verbal aggression scale, the average item-total correlation is .73 for 
husbands and .70 for wives. For the physical aggression scale, the average item-total 
correlation is .87 for husbands and .88 for wives. The CTS also obtained high alpha 
coefficients for measures of husband to wife and wife to husband aggression. Coefficient 
alphas ranged from .79 to .88 for the verbal aggression scale and .83 to .88 for the physical 
aggression scale.
The CTS also demonstrated adequate concurrent and construct validity. To assess 
concurrent validity, Bulcroft and Straus (1975) compared CTS scores for a sample of 105 
students and 121 parents. The analyses revealed positive and high correlations for verbal 
aggression (r = .43 to .52) and physical aggression (r = .33 to .64) between student and 
parent ratings of family aggression. One way by which construct validity evidence was 
provided for the CTS is to correlate the physical and psychological aggression subscales. 
This comparison was based on the conflict-escalation theory of couple violence 
(Berkowitz, 1993). This theory proposes that verbal aggression directed against a partner 
increases the risk of physical aggression. In line with this theory, the correlation between 
the verbal and physical aggression scales were high and statistically significant (men, r = 
.71,/?<.01; women, r = .67, /?<.01), thereby providing evidence for construct validity.
In line with previous work (O'Keefe, 1998), parents in this study were instructed to 
recall their child's “worst” year in the family, that is, the time when the parent fought with 
his/her spouse the most and indicate the frequency (1 = never to 7 = always) in which the
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child witnessed the parent use aggressive tactics toward his/her spouse during that year. A 
one-year referent period was used to reduce highly skewed data because marital violence is 
a low base phenomenon with a rate of 16% within a one year period (Straus, 1990). 
Example items include: “I yelled at my spouse7' and “I threw something at my spouse'’. In 
this sample, Cronbach's alpha was .86. To establish concurrent validity evidence for this 
sample, we correlated parent ratings of history of family aggression with student ratings of 
history of family aggression. The resulting correlation coefficient was moderate and 
statistically significant (r = .46,/?<01).
Hostile cognitions. Hostile cognitions were measured using the general approval of 
aggression subscale of the normative beliefs about aggression (NOBAGS) developed by 
Huesmann and Guerra (1997). This subscale was chosen because it generally reflects 
approval of aggression based on learned social norms rather than on type of provocation 
(e.g., verbal or physical) or severity (e.g., strong or weak) (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). It 
consists of eight items which capture hostile cognitions via an individual's beliefs on the 
acceptability of aggression. Students were asked to rate (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree) whether they believe that certain statements are acceptable or not. The 
NOBAGS evidenced adequate internal consistency reliability (a = .90).
According to the Social Information Processing theory (Crick & Dodge, 1994), 
individuals who believe aggression is acceptable may be more likely to encode aggression- 
related cues and to interpret situations as hostile leading to a higher propensity to aggress. 
Thus, to assess construct validity, the NOBAGS was correlated with measures of 
aggressive behaviour. Specifically, Huesmann and Guerra (1997) found that the NOBAGS 
predicted both peer-rated (r = .18, /?<001) and parent-rated aggression (r = .08,/?<.05) 
providing evidence for construct validity. Example items in the NOBAGS include: “In
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general, it is wrong to hit other people” and “If you're angry, it is ok to say mean things to 
other people”. In this sample, Cronbach's alpha was .70.
Hostile affect. Hostile affect was measured using the state hostility scale 
developed by Anderson and colleagues (1995). It consists of 19 self-relevant statements 
containing anger- and hostility-related adjectives. Students were requested to rate, using a 
seven-point Likert scale their current mood, particularly the extent to which they agree or 
disagree with statements such as “I feel furious” and “I feel angry” The state hostility 
scale has high internal consistency reliability (a = .93) (Anderson et al., 1995). In this 
sample, Cronbach's alpha was .95.
Construct validity evidence for the state hostility scale comes from previous work 
using the method of contrasted groups (i.e., a construct is related to another construct due 
to qualities or characteristics of the group; Cohen & Swerdlik, 2002). Based on the GAM, 
personality factors may activate hostility related affect which may then increase the 
likelihood for aggressive behaviour to occur (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). One such 
personality factor is trait hostility (i.e., frequent experience of state hostility across time 
and situation; Judge, Scott, & Ilies, 2006). Results revealed that trait hostility was 
positively related to self-reported feelings of state hostility, F(l,62) = 17.91,/K.001, MSE 
= .44 (Lindsay & Anderson, 2000) providing evidence for the scale's construct validity.
Results
The means, standard deviations, inter-correlations, and reliability coefficients of the 
study variables are presented in Table 2. Internal consistency of the scales was acceptable, 
with alpha values ranging from .70 to .95 (Nunnally, 1978). Furthermore, the zero-order 
correlations were all in the expected direction. Parent ratings of history of family 
aggression were positively associated with both student ratings of hostile cognitions
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(r =. 16,p<.05) and hostile affect (r =.20, p<.01). There were also significant correlations 
between some demographic characteristics and outcome variables. For example, student 
age was negatively related with hostile affect (r =-.18, /K.01). Given these relationships, 
demographic characteristics were controlled for in subsequent analyses.
To test the predicted relationships, we used structural equation modeling (SEM) as 
the data analytic technique. SEM has two important advantages over the more 
conventional regression or path analysis approaches. First, SEM allows researchers to 
model latent constructs from a combination of multiple observed indicators as opposed to a 
single observed measure. Second, SEM takes into account measurement error and 
unexplained variance through the inclusion of residual terms both in the measurement and 
structural components of the model (Holmes-Smith, 2010). In line with Anderson and 
Gerbing's (1988) recommendation, a two-step procedure was conducted to estimate the 
relationships among the study variables. In the first step, a measurement model was 
estimated which is similar to a factor analysis. The measurement model allows researchers 
to model latent constructs based on the existing relationships between the observed 
variables in the model. The second step involves examining the relationship between the 
latent constructs formed which is similar to a path analysis. This step is called the 
structural component of SEM and determines how much variance is explained in the 
dependent variable by the proposed independent variables while considering measurement 
error and unexplained variance (Holmes-Smith, 2010).
Measurement model
Item parcels were created in order to improve the ratio of N relative to the number 
of parameters to be estimated (Little, Cunningham, & Shahar, 2002). An item parcel 
represents an aggregate level indicator comprising the average of two or more items (Little
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et al., 2002). Parcelling offers several advantages over the use of item-level data especially 
for small sample sizes (Little et al., 2002). First, parcelled data is more parsimonious as 
there are fewer parameters to be estimated in the model. Second, due to its aggregated 
nature there are fewer chances for correlated error terms or dual loadings to emerge.
Finally, parcelled data have been found to be statistically more reliable than individual 
item scores (Rushton, Brainerd, & Pressley, 1983). In combining the items into parcels, 
we used the factorial algorithm approach where factor analysis is used to guide the 
allocation of items to parcels. Specifically, three items were parcelled together by 
combining the two highest and lowest loadings, followed by the items with the next second 
highest and lowest loadings. This ensured that the parcels were “equally balanced in terms 
of their difficulty and discrimination*' (Williams, Vandeberg, & Edwards, 2009, p. 550).
The next step involves the assessment of model fit. Specifically, this determines 
how much discrepancy exists between the implied variance covariance matrix and the 
sample variance covariance matrix (Holmes-Smith, 2010). A good fitting model is 
determined based on suggested cut-off scores from several fit statistics. Ideally a model 
should have the following fit statistics: 1) a chi-square p value of greater than .05, 2) 
RMSEA of less than .05, 3) a normed chi-square (x*Vdf) of greater than 1 but less than 2,
4) SRMR of less than .06, and 5) a Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) of greater than .95 (Arbuckle, 2008; Holmes-Smith, 2010). However, researchers 
are cautioned to rely heavily on these “rules of thumb*’. Instead, the most important 
indicator of model fit should be whether the model is supported by substantive theory 
(Holmes-Smith, 2010). Given these, the measurement model in this study had a good fit 
with the observed data, X  (59, N=255) = 95.10,p<.002, x2/d f= 1.61, CFI = .98, TLI = .98,
SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .05. (Cl 90%: .030 - .067). The standardised path estimates of the
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manifest indicators ranged from .62 to .99 and were all statistically significant at /?<.001 
(see Table 3).
I also compared the final measurement model against several alternative models. 
This ruled out the possibility that the alternative model better represents the data than the 
proposed model (Holmes-Smith, 2010). Model 1 incorporated all three constructs into one 
factor, X  (62, N=255) = 210.29,/K.001, x2/df = 3.39, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, SRMR = .23, 
RMSEA = .10 (Cl 90%: .083 - .112). Model 2 combined measures based on source; thus, 
student rated measures were combined (e.g., hostile cognitions and hostile affect) into 
Factor 1, and parent ratings of history of family aggression into Factor 2, X  (60, N=255) = 
130.90,/?<001, X  /df = 2.18, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, SRMR = .11, RMSEA = .07 (Cl 90%: 
.052 - .084) [Model 1 vs. Model 2, X  diff(2) = 79.39, p<. 001]. Results of the chi-square 
difference test between the final measurement model (three-factor model) and the best 
fitting two-factor model (Model 2) suggested that the former had the best fit [Final 
measurement model vs. Model 2, X  diff(l) = 35.80, p<.001].
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Structural model
To test the hypothesised structural model, we specified paths from history of family 
aggression to hostile cognitions and from history of family aggression to hostile affect.
The hypothesized structural model had a good fit, X  (99, N=255) = 179.12, /?<.001, yjltä  
= 1.81, CFI = .97, TLI -  .96, SRMR = .08, RMSEA = .06 (Cl 90%: .043 - .070). The 
paths from parent ratings of history of family aggression and hostile cognitions (ß=.17, 
p< 05) and hostile affect (ß=.20,/?<01) were both significant (see Figure 8).
General Discussion
The purpose of Study 1 is to examine the relationship between history of family 
aggression and hostile cognitions and hostile affect. The obtained results generally support 
the proposition that repeated exposure to inter-parental aggression (as rated by the parents) 
leads to an increase in students' experience of hostility-related thoughts and emotions. 
Consistent with GAM theory, there was a positive relationship between history of family 
aggression and hostile cognitions. This is thought to occur since an aggressive home 
environment communicates the acceptability of aggression which results in the use of 
aggression as a behavioural script (Bandura, 1973; Huesmann, 1988). Furthermore, an 
aggressive home environment triggers hostility related memories and concepts that become 
more accessible through repeated exposure. Hostile affect is also increased due to the 
associated emotions in encoded aggression related memories and concepts similar to a 
semantic network (Berkowitz, 1990).
This study has two main limitations. First, the participants in this study were 
Filipino university students. This means that the results may not be generalisable to other 
contexts such as the workplace. Second, it is assumed that parents and students share the
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same experiences in terms of how much family aggression was experienced. Indeed, the 
correlation between parent and student ratings of history of family aggression in this 
sample was moderate and positive (ß=. 46,/?<.01). However, it is still possible that there 
were certain instances wherein the parents were not aware that the child observed them 
during an aggressive encounter. Indeed, research suggests that parent and student 
perceptions may vary which may differentially influence the outcomes under investigation 
(Garcia, Restubog, Toledano, Tolentino, & Rafferty, 2011; Schultheiss, Kress, Manzi, & 
Glassock, 2011).
Despite these limitations, the current study has several strengths. First, it is the first 
attempt to examine the relationship between history of family aggression and the two 
psychological states. One exception is the work done by Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Hankla, 
and Stormberg (2004) which looked at the relationship between family-of-origin violence 
and hostile cognitions. However, the authors did not include hostile affect as 
psychological state and the study focused primarily on romantic relationships. Indeed, 
most studies examining the influence of family aggression on aggressive behaviour in the 
workplace did not take into account its implications on the individual's cognitions and 
affect (Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Inness et al., 2005). Second, utilising parent ratings of 
history of family aggression helped to minimise problems associated with common method 
variance and memory recall problems (Henry, Moffitt, Caspi, Langley, & Silva, 1994; 
Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
Summary
In summary, the Study 1 results serve as a foundation for the subsequent set of 
studies in this dissertation. Specifically, it provides evidence for the relationship between 
history of family aggression and hostile cognitions and hostile affect. The next set of
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studies then extends these findings to include a behavioural component - specifically 
aggressive behaviour - in the form of abusive supervision.
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Chapter 3
Study 2: The Mediating Role of the Psychological States in the Relationship Between 
History of Family Aggression and Abusive Supervision 
Introduction and Hypotheses
This chapter presents the findings of Study 2 and has three main aims. First, Study 
2 aims to replicate the results in Study 1 using a different sample (e.g., working MBA 
students) and context (e.g., organisational setting). This addresses concerns associated 
with the generalisability of results in Study 1. Second, it extends Study 1 by including 
abusive supervision in the theoretical model. In so doing, I examine the mediating role of 
the two psychological states (i.e., hostile cognitions and hostile affect) in the relationship 
between history of family aggression and abusive supervision (see Figure 9). Finally, it 
accounts for the supervisors' own experience of family aggression as parents and children 
may interpret the same phenomena differently (Garcia et al., 2012; Vondracek, 2007).
Similar to Study 1, the present study predicts a positive relationship between 
history of family aggression and the two psychological states:
Hypothesis 1: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile 
cognitions.
Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile affect.
It is also predicted that the relationship between family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by the psychological states (i.e., hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect).
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile cognitions.
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Hypothesis 4: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile affect.
These predictions are grounded on the General Aggression Model (GAM;
Anderson & Bushman, 2002). According to GAM theory, an input variable such as a 
history of family aggression influences the likelihood of aggressive behaviour through the 
present psychological state it creates. A history of family aggression chronically primes 
individuals to think and feel in an aggressive manner through developed aggression-related 
knowledge structures (e.g., beliefs m the appropriateness of aggression) and strengthened 
associations between aggressive concepts and emotions in memory (e.g., semantic 
networks; Berkowitz, 1990; Huesmann, & Guerra, 1997). Once activated, these 
psychological states influence how the individual interprets environmental cues and social 
interactions. For example, if the individual believes in the acceptability of aggression, this 
would justify the use of aggressive behaviour as a means to settle interpersonal conflicts 
(Mihalic & Elliot, 1997). Similarly, individuals who feel anger most of the time may fail 
to engage in reappraisals as hostility-related emotions may already serve as a cue to engage 
in aggression (Anderson & Bushman, 2002).
Study 2 -  Method
Participants
One hundred fifty four supervisor-subordinate dyads participated in the study. The 
sample is primarily composed of working MBA students from a large university in the 
Philippines. Among the supervisors, 55.8% of the participants were males; 59.7% were 
above 30 years of age; and average organisational tenure was 2.69 years. Supervisors had 
supervised their subordinate for an average of 2.79 years. They worked in various

75
business sectors such as hotels (22%), food and beverage (26%), airline and transport 
(25%), government service (22%), and others (marketing and sales, 5%). The subordinate 
sample consisted of 54.5% males; approximately 81.9% were in the 19-30 year-old age 
group; and average organisational tenure was 2.12 years.
Procedure
As part of a large scale project on leadership, survey kits were distributed to 258 
full-time employees who were enrolled in the part-time MBA/Masters in Business program 
at a large private university in the Philippines. These employees were recruited from 
various business courses (e.g., finance, marketing, production management) included 
within the postgraduate business curriculum. Only those employees who were employed 
full-time and hold a supervisory role were included in the study. Similar to Study 1, 
supervisors were asked to read the information sheet provided describing the study as well 
as sign the mformed consent forms (see Appendix for a sample information sheet and 
consent form). The supervisors were reminded that they can withdraw from the study at 
any point in time and that this would not in any way jeopardise their performance in class 
or their relationship with their respective organisations.
Each supervisor was given the supervisor questionnaire (see Appendix for a sample 
of the supervisor questionnaire) which contained demographic questions and scales that 
assessed history of family aggression, hostile cognitions, and hostile affect. Similar to 
Study 1, the supervisors were asked to generate an anonymous code to ensure anonymity 
and confidentiality of responses. The anonymous code was also used to match both 
completed supervisor and subordinate questionnaires. Upon completion of the supervisor 
questionnaire, supervisors were given a sealed envelope containing the subordinate 
questionnaire with demographic questions and scales that assessed abusive supervision
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(see Appendix for sample subordinate questionnaire). The supervisors were asked to give 
the sealed envelope to a subordinate with whom they interact on a regular basis. An 
information sheet and consent form was also provided (see appendix for sample 
information sheet and consent form). Subordinates were requested to provide information 
concerning the behaviours of their immediate supervisor. They were reminded that the 
word “supervisor” referred to the supervisor who gave them the sealed envelope. 
Subordinates were instructed to place the completed questionnaires in the paid postage 
envelope provided and to affix their signature across the flap. Thus, completed 
subordinate questionnaires were sent directly to the researcher to minimise tampering and 
ensure the integrity of the data.
Out of the two hundred fifty eight surveys that were administered, one hundred 
ninety four supervisor questionnaires and one hundred seventy four subordinate 
questionnaires were returned yielding a response rate of 75.19% and 67.44%, respectively. 
Twenty seven surveys were disregarded because the employees were either working part- 
time or do not hold a supervisory position. An additional eight surveys were excluded 
because of a) wrong or missing anonymous codes, and b) a large number of missing 
responses (75% of the questions were not answered). Altogether, 154 of the 285 
supervisor-subordinate surveys were matched and comprised the final sample. As an 
additional check, three research assistants randomly contacted 20% of the participating 
subordinates using the optional email/cell phone information that were obtained in the 
subordinate forms. Questions with respect to the nature of the questions and length of 
survey were asked to determine whether the subordinate had actually completed the 
survey. All subordinate participants provided accurate information supporting the integrity
of the data.
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Measures
Questionnaires were prepared in English because this language was spoken by a 
vast majority of the Filipino population (Bernardo, 2004). The response format for all 
items, except the demographic variables, was a seven point Likert-type scale, with items 
coded such that a higher score indicated greater amount of the focal construct.
Supenisors' history of family aggression. As in Study 1, history of family 
aggression was assessed with the Conflict Tactics Scale taken from Straus (1979). In this 
study, supervisors were instructed to recall the “w orst” year of their childhood, that is, the 
time when their parents fought the most and indicate the frequency (1 = never to 7 = 
always) by which they witnessed their parents use aggressive tactics toward the other 
during that year. Example items include: ‘'One of my parents yelled at the other” and “One 
of my parents threw something at the other". For this study, the scale yielded a 
Cronbaclvs alpha of .86.
Hostile cognitions. Similar to Study 1, hostile cognitions was measured using 
eight items from the general approval of aggression subscale of the normative beliefs about 
aggression scale (NOBAGS) developed by Huesmann and Guerra (1997). In this sample, 
Cronbach's alpha was .83.
Hostile affect. As in Study 1, hostile affect was measured using the state hostility 
scale developed by Anderson and colleagues (1995). In this sample, Cronbach's alpha was 
.98.
Subordinates ’ perceptions of abusive supenision. Subordinates were requested to 
rate the extent to which their supervisor has engaged in abusive behaviours using the 15- 
item scale developed by Tepper (2000). The scale evidenced adequate internal consistency 
reliability of .90. In examining the scale's predictive validity, Tepper (2000) found that the
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measure correlated significantly with subordinates' job satisfaction (r = -.35,/?<.01), 
normative commitment (r = -.27, p<.01), depression (r -  . 18, p<.01) and anxiety (r = .21, 
/?< 01). Example items are: “My immediate supervisor tells me my thoughts or feelings 
are stupid”, “My immediate supervisor reminds me of my past mistakes and failures” and 
“My immediate supervisor makes negative comments about me to others”. Instead of the 
original five-point response scale, a seven-point scale was employed (1 -  I  cannot 
remember him/her using this behaviour with me to 7 = He/she always uses this behaviour 
towards me) for two reasons. First, a seven pomt scale affords participants a wide range of 
response anchors to choose from. Second, evidence suggests that that limited response 
options may result in loss of power and difficulty in detecting significant effects (Aguinis, 
Bommer. & Pierce. 1996). In this sample, Cronbach's alpha was .97.
Results
Descriptive statistics, zero-order correlations, and reliability coefficients are 
presented in Table 4. Internal consistency of the scales was acceptable, with alpha values 
ranging from .83 to .98. Furthermore, all zero-order correlations were in the expected 
direction. Supervisors' history of family aggression was positively associated with hostile 
cognitions (r = .57,/?<001), hostile affect (r = .56,/><001), and subordinates’ perceptions 
of abusive supervision (r = .60, p<.001). There was also a significant positive correlation 
between hostile cognitions and abusive supervision (r = .54, pc.001) as well as hostile 
affect and abusive supervision (r = .72, p<001).
O'N
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As in Study 1, structural equation modeling (SEM) was used as the data analytic 
technique. In line with Anderson and Gerbing's (1988) recommendation, a two-step 
procedure was conducted in order to estimate the relationships among the study variables.
In the first step, a measurement model was estimated in order to establish the discriminant 
validity of the variables under investigation. In the second step, structural models were 
examined to test the study hypotheses. Demographic variables did not substantively affect 
the variables in the model. Thus, I elected to report results without control variables. 
Indeed, Williams et al. (2009) cautioned researchers on the arbitrary mclusion of control 
variables and advised that it should only be included in the model if there is strong 
theoretical justification.
Measurement Model
Item parcels were created in order to improve the ratio of N relative to the number 
of parameters to be estimated (Little et al., 2002). The resulting measurement model had a 
good fit with the observed data, i  (128, N=154) = 292.19, ^<001, x2/df = 2.28, CFI = .95, 
TLI = .95, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .09. (Cl 90%: .078 - .100). The standardised path 
estimates of the manifest indicators ranged from .77 to .97 and were all statistically 
significant atp<001 (see Table 5).
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The final measurement model was also compared against several alternative 
models. Model 1 incorporated all four constructs into one factor, y2 (134, N=154) = 
329.04, p< 001, x2/df = 2.46, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, SRMR = .08, RMSEA = .10 (Cl 90%: 
.084 -.111). Model 2 combined measures based on source; thus, supervisor response 
measures were combined (history of family aggression, hostile cognitions, and hostile 
affect) into Factor 1, and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision into Factor 2, y~ 
(131, N=154) = 304.41,pc.001, x2/df = 2.32, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, SRMR = .07, RMSEA 
= .09 (Cl 90%: .079 - .107) (Model 1 vs. Model 2, x2diff(3) = 24.63, /?<001). Model 3 
combined the two psychological states (hostile cognitions and hostile affect) into Factor 1, 
history' of family aggression as Factor 2 and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision as Factor 3, x2 (129, N=154) = 297.80,pc.OOl, x2/df= 2.31, CFI = .95, TLI = 
.94, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .09 (Cl 90%: .079 - .106) [Model 2 vs. Model 3, x2diff(2) = 
6.61,/?<.05] Results of the chi-square difference test between the final measurement 
model (four-factor model) and the best fitting three-factor model (Model 3) suggested that 
the former had the best fit (Final measurement model vs. Model 3, x“diff(l) = 5.62, p<.05). 
Table 6 shows a summary of the different measurement model tests for the present study.
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Structural Model
To test the hypothesised structural model, paths were specified from supervisors' 
history of family aggression to hostile cognitions; from supervisors' history of family 
aggression to hostile affect; from hostile cognitions to subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision; and from hostile affect to subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision.
The hypothesised fully mediated structural model (Model A) had a good fit, (130, 
N=154) = 299.69, p< 001, x2/df = 2.31, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .09 
(Cl 90%: .079 - .106). All the predicted paths were significant at p< 001. To compare this 
model to a partially mediated structural model, an additional path was added representing 
the direct effect of supervisors' history of family aggression on subordinates' perceptions 
of abusive supervision. This additional path was not statistically significant (path 
coefficient = .16; ns). The fit indices of the partially mediated model (Model B) were: yj 
(129, N=154) = 296.50,^<.001, x2/df = 2.30, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, SRMR = .06, RMSEA 
= .09 (Cl 90%: .078 - .106). The results of the chi-square difference test suggested that the 
partially mediated model did not have a better fit compared to the hypothesized Model A; 
X"diff(l) = 3.19, ns.
Test for Alternative Models
Model A was compared with other theoretically plausible structural models. Based 
on the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Anderson & Dill, 2000), input variables such 
as history of family aggression may also exert its influence on abusive supervision 
indirectly via a spreading activation process. That is, it is also plausible for history of 
family aggression to primarily influence one of the psychological states first before 
affecting the other (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Indeed, research has shown that various
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input variables may traverse either the cognitive or affective route (Anderson, Anderson, & 
Deuser, 1996).
Other domain specific theories of aggression also support this view. For example, 
attribution theory states that upon experiencing a triggered event (i.e., provocation or 
mistreatment) individuals form causal explanations first (attributions) which consequently 
guide how they feel and act in a given context (Weiner, 1986). In contrast, the cognitive- 
neoassociationistic model (CNA; Berkowitz, 1990) proposes that cognitive analysis of the 
situation is not a necessary condition to activate affective states. Indeed, empirical 
evidence shows that anger may arise even in the absence of attributions regarding intent 
(Berko witz, 1983, 1990).
To test these alternative theoretical explanations, two additional structural models 
were constructed For Model C. the direct path from supervisors' history of family 
aggression and hostile affect was constrained and an additional path was included from 
hostile cognitions to hostile affect. This represented the cognitive route to abusive 
supervision. The fit indices ofModel C were: yj (131, N=154) = 338.14,/?<001, yjl<\f = 
2.58, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, SRMR = .15, RMSEA = .10 (Cl 90%: .088 - .115). The results 
of the chi-square difference test suggested that Model A offers a significantly better fit than 
Model C; y2diff(l) = 38.45, /?< 001. For Model D. the direct path from supervisors' 
history of family aggression and hostile cognitions was constrained. Moreover, a path from 
hostile affect to hostile cognitions was added. This represented the affective route to 
abusive supervision. The fit indices ofModel D were: yj (131, N=154) = 391.98,/?<.001, 
X2/df = 2.99, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, SRMR = .20, RMSEA = .11 (Cl 90%: .101 - .127).
Once again, the results of the chi-square difference test suggested that Model A (i.e., dual 
activation of hostile cognitions and affect) offers a significantly better fit than Model D;
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X2diff(l) = 92.29, p<.001. Overall, Model A was accepted as the final model (see Figure
10) .
Next, the indirect effects of the two mediators were assessed using Preacher and 
Hayes's (2008) bootstrapping technique for multiple mediator models. This technique was 
used because it permits the estimation of indirect effects for multiple mediators and does 
not rely on the questionable assumption that the total and indirect effects are normally 
distributed (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). The 
total indirect effect of history of family aggression through both hostile cognitions and 
hostile affect was significant, with a point estimate of .46 and a 95% bootstrap confidence 
interval ranging from .31 to .60. Examination of the specific indirect effects revealed that 
hostile cognitions was a significant mediator (with a point estimate o f . 12 and a 95% 
bootstrap confidence interval ranging between .11 to .32) as was hostile affect (with a point 
estimate of .34 and a 95% bootstrap confidence interval ranging between .23 to .46). 
Overall, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were all supported.
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General Discussion
Study 2 was the first to investigate the link between history of family aggression 
(i.e., observed inter-parental aggression) and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision. The findings of this study supported the theoretical propositions derived from 
the General Aggression Model (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) and Social Learning Theory 
(Bandura, 1973). It demonstrates that history of family aggression influences perceptions 
of abusive supervision via both the cognitive and affective routes. Specifically, both 
hostile cognitions and hostile affect mediate the relationship between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision. Moreover, it provides preliminary evidence that this 
influence occurs through a dual activation process of both hostile cognitions and affect.
Although support was found for the hypothesised relationships, one limitation of 
the current study is the use of self-reports to capture the psychological states. These 
measures could have been influenced by demand characteristics such as social desirability 
and acquiescence, particularly the measure that was used to capture hostile cognitions (i.e., 
asking participants to report how much they agree that aggression is acceptable behaviour; 
Spector, 2006). Furthermore, the NOBAGS only captured explicit social cognitions or the 
conscious or controlled thoughts of an individual regarding his or her attitudes or 
behaviour (Bing, LeBreton, Davison, Migetz, & James, 2007; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). 
Indeed, there is growing consensus among personality theorists that in order to fully 
account for the influence of social cognitions on behaviour, researchers also need to tap 
into its implicit or unconscious nature (Bing et al., 2007; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; 
McClelland et al., 1989). That is, the use of indirect measures that tap into the implicit 
aspect of social cognitions may offer additional and unique information over and above 
those captured by self-reports (Bing et al., 2007). Since it was expected that history of
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family aggression produces highly automatic psychological states that are often activated 
with little conscious effort, it is important to account for this characteristic. Thus, the 
subsequent study is aimed at addressing these issues by constructively replicating Study 1 
and using an indirect measure of hostile cognitions.
Summary
In summary, the results of the present study replicated and extended the findings of 
Study 1. First, using an organisational sample of supervisor-subordinate dyads, the 
relationship between history of family aggression and the two psychological states was 
once again supported. Second, Study 2 provided preliminary evidence for the relationship 
between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. The results showed that 
previous exposure to aggression in the family may lead to future aggressive behaviour in 
the workplace. Finally, consistent with the General Aggression Model (Anderson & 
Bushman, 2002) and social learning theory (Bandura, 1973), results showed that the 
relationship between history of family aggression and abusive supervision occurs via the 
chronic accessibility of hostile-related thoughts and emotions.
92
93
Chapter 4
Study 3: Constructive Replication of the Mediating Role of Psychological States in the 
Relationship between History of Family Aggression and Abusive Supervision 
Introduction and Hypotheses
According to Lykken (1968), statistical significance “is never a sufficient condition 
for concluding that a theory has been corroborated" (p. 158). In order to demonstrate an 
empirical fact, there should be a degree of confidence in the replicability of one’s results. 
Similarly, Lindsay and Ehrenberg (1993) proposed that replications are the key to testing 
the generalisability of results. It enables researchers to test whether the same result would 
hold again in a different population or under different conditions. Lykken (1968) further 
differentiated between operational and constructive replication. Operational replication 
occurs when the researcher simply duplicates findings using the same methods of 
measurement and sampling. In contrast, constructive replication involves using a different 
set of methods to provide evidence of validity and generalisability. That is, if the 
constructs under investigation are indeed theoretically related, this relationship will be 
replicated regardless of what research design was employed or how the constructs were 
operationalised. Thus, the aim of the present study is to constructively replicate results 
obtained in Study 2 by using a different sample of supervisor and subordinates and using 
an implicit measure of hostile cognitions. Similar to Study 2, hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect are proposed to mediate the relationship between history of family aggression and 
abusive supervision giving rise to the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: History o f  family aggression will be positively associated with hostile 
cognitions.
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Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile
affect.
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile cognitions.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile affect.
Figure 11 summarises the proposed hypothesised relationships examined in Chapter 4.
Study 3 builds on Study 2 by addressing issues associated with the use of explicit 
self-report measures to capture the psychological states (i.e., NOBAGS; Huesmann & 
Guerra, 1997). Aside from response reactivity issues and common method variance 
(Fisher, 1993), the measures used to assess the psychological states should also capture its 
automatic and chronic nature. Recall that the Normative Beliefs About Aggression Scale 
(Huesmann & Guerra, 1997) used in Studies 1 and 2 is an explicit self-report measure of 
hostile cognitions. In this study, a word completion task was used to capture implicit 
social cognitions (i.e., unconscious or automatic thoughts an individual has about his or her 
attitudes or behaviour; Bing et al., 2007; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) by measuring the 
accessibility of aggressive concepts in memory. It is an implicit measure in that it appears 
to be assessing the ability to complete word fragments when in fact it is measuring hostile 
cognitions. Indeed, there is growing consensus among personality theorists that in order 
to fully account for the influence of social cognitions on behaviour, researchers also need 
to tap into its implicit or unconscious nature (Bing et al., 2007; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; 
McClelland et al., 1989). Data from self-reports are salient. However, it is the study's 
premise that implicit measures of social cognition will provide an additional and often
94
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unique source of information as it taps into the automatic and implicit aspect of aggressive 
personality (in relation to self-reports) (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; McClelland, et al., 
1989).
Study 3 -  Method
Participants
Full-time employees who were undertaking a management development program 
offered by the continuing education centre of a large university in the Philippines were 
recruited for this study. Similar to Study 2, only those employees who currently hold a 
supervisory position were included. The supervisor sample consisted of 62.3% females; 
44% were above 30 years old; and average organisational tenure was 2.38 years. 
Supervisors had supervised their subordinate for an average of 3.75 years. They came 
from a diverse set of business sectors, including: sales and marketing (19.4%), restaurants 
(17.8%), financial institutions (16.2%), customer service (9.9%), human resources (7.9%), 
research and development (7.5%), manufacturing (7.3%), information technology (4.7%), 
public relations (3.7%), legal (2.5%), and others (3.1%). The subordinate sample 
comprised 62.8% females; approximately 60.7% were in the 19-40 year-old age group; and 
average organisational tenure was 3.30 years.
Procedure
Similar to Study 2, supervisors were asked to read the information sheet provided 
describing the study as well as to sign the informed consent forms (see Appendix for a 
sample information sheet and consent form). The supervisors were reminded that they can 
withdraw from the study at any point in time and that this would not in any way jeopardise 
their performance in class or their relationship with their respective organisations. 
Supervisors were also asked to generate an anonymous student code to facilitate matching
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the completed supervisor and subordinate questionnaires. The supervisor questionnaire 
contained demographic questions and scales that assessed history of family aggression, 
hostile cognitions, and hostile affect. After completion of the supervisor questionnaire, 
each supervisor was given a sealed envelope containing the subordinate questionnaire and 
information sheet and consent forms to be passed along to one of their subordinates (see 
appendix for sample subordinate questionnaire and information sheet and consent forms). 
Completed subordinate surveys were returned via mail in an enclosed, paid postage 
envelope.
Out of the three hundred supervisor and subordinate questionnaires administered, 
two hundred eighteen supervisors returned the supervisor surveys, for a response rate of 
72.67%. Ten surveys were disregarded because of missing identity codes and a large 
number of missing responses. An additional eight supervisor surveys were dropped 
because the employees were either working part-time or running a family business (where 
the subordinate is an immediate family member). In contrast, two hundred twenty seven 
subordinate surveys were returned, for a response rate of 75.67%. Thirteen surveys were 
dropped because of missing or incorrect identity codes and a large number of missing 
responses. Altogether, this has resulted in a matched sample of 191 supervisor-subordinate 
dyads. Similar to Study 2, the researcher randomly contacted 20% of the participating 
subordinates using the optional email/cell phone information that were obtained in the 
subordinate questionnaires. All subordinate participants provided accurate information 
supporting the integrity of the data.
Measures
Similar to Studies 1 and 2, questionnaires were prepared in English and used a 
seven-point Likert scale for all measures with the exception of hostile cognitions.
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Supervisors’ history of family aggression. As in Studies 1 and 2, history of family 
aggression was assessed with the Conflict Tactics Scale taken from Straus (1979). For 
this study, the scale yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .91.
Hostile cognitions. Hostile cognitions was assessed using a word completion task 
(WCT) developed by Anderson and colleagues (2003, 2004). The WCT taps into the 
accessibility of aggressive thoughts by asking participants to fill in missing letters from 98 
word fragments. Half of the items can be completed to form either aggressive or non-
aggressive words. For instance, one item is “expl__e” may be completed as “explore'' or
“explode.” Participants were each allocated three minutes to complete as many words as 
they can. An accessibility of aggressive thoughts score was calculated by dividing the 
number of aggressive word completions by the total number of word completions. Unlike 
the NOBAGS (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997) used in Studies 1 and 2, the WCT is an implicit 
measure of hostile thoughts making it less vulnerable to social desirability or acquiescence 
and accounts for the unconscious aspect of social cognitions.
Two validation exercises were undertaken to examine the construct validity of the 
word completion test. In the first validation study, using the same sample of 191 full-time 
employees, WCT scores were correlated with other established measures of hostile 
cognitions such as the NOBAGS (Normative Beliefs About Aggression Scale; Huesmann 
& Guerra, 1997) and the Hostile Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire (HAT; Snyder, 
Crowson, Houston, Kurylo, & Poirier, 1997). The HAT assesses the frequency by which 
individuals think of hostile thoughts such as “I want to hit this person” and “I want to 
destroy something right now”. Indeed, both the NOBAGS (r = .16, /?<05) and the HAT (r 
= .18,/?<.05) positively correlated with WCT scores. It is not surprising to obtain such low 
but significant correlations because the WCT is an implicit measure of hostile cognitions
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(Bing et al., 2007; McClelland et al., 1989), while the NOBAGS and the HAT are explicit 
self-report measures of hostile cognitions. Indeed, indirect measures have been noted to 
assess additional and oftentimes unique information compared to self-reports (James & 
McIntyre, 2000).
Next, the association of WCT scores with constructs that have been found to be 
theoretically related to hostile cognitions was assessed. According to the GAM, highly 
developed aggressive knowledge structures results in aggressive traits and personality. A 
personality trait that has been associated with increased aggression is trait anger 
(Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983). Based on GAM theory, WCT scores will 
be positively associated with trait anger. Indeed, there was a significant positive 
relationship between trait anger and WCT scores (r = .25,/K.01). Similarly, the GAM 
theory proposes that angry rumination consists of cognitive representations and 
elaborations of aggressive thoughts and feelings (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Bushman et 
al., 2005). Thus, it is expected that more accessible hostile thoughts in memory (measured 
through WCT) will be positively associated with greater likelihood of angry rumination. 
Correlational analysis revealed a significant positive relationship between WCT scores and 
rumination (r = .21,/K.Ol). Finally, it is expected that WCT scores will be negatively 
related to self-control as it has been found to override automatic cognitive tendencies to 
aggress (Stucke & Baumeister, 2006). Correlational analysis suggests that WCT scores 
were significantly negatively related to self-control (r = -.23, /?<.01).
In the second validation study, I collected data from an independent sample of 126 
full-time employees. WCT scores were correlated with the Conditional Reasoning Test of 
Aggression (CRTA; Frost, Ko, & James, 2005; James, 1998), an implicit measure of 
aggression which taps into an individual's proclivity to use certain implicit biases in
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reasoning that enhances the rational appeal of aggression. Correlational analysis revealed a 
significant moderate relationship between the CRTA and WCT (r=.41, p<001) since both 
are implicit measures. Collectively, these validation efforts suggest that the word 
completion task is a valid measure of hostile cognitions.
Hostile affect. As in Studies 1 and 2, hostile affect was assessed using the State 
Hostility Scale developed by Anderson and his colleagues (1995). In this study, the scale 
yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .96.
Subordinates’ perceptions of abusive supervision. As with Study 2, subordinates' 
perceptions of abusive supervision were measured using the scale developed by Tepper 
(2000). For this study, the scale yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .92.
Subordinates’ neuroticisnu Subordinates' neuroticism or their general tendency to 
experience negative emotions across time and situations were controlled for in the analysis. 
Individuals high in neuroticism have been found to experience greater anxiety, tension, 
self-pity, hostility, impulsivity, irrational thinking, depression, and low self-esteem (John, 
1989; McCrae & John. 1992). Subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision may be 
influenced by their level of neuroticism. That is, those individuals high as opposed to low 
in neuroticism may perceive greater abusive supervision because of their low emotional 
stability. Indeed, Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) found that those high in neuroticism were 
more reactive to interpersonal conflicts that those low in neuroticism. Neuroticism was 
assessed using a 10-item scale developed by John and Srivastava (1999). Cronbach's alpha 
for this scale was .82.
Results
The means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for the study variables 
are displayed in Table 7. Internal consistency of the scales was acceptable, with alpha
101
values ranging from .82 to .96. Zero-order correlations were all in the expected direction. 
Supervisors' history of family aggression was positively associated with hostile cognitions 
(r = .19, / k .01), hostile affect (r = .40,/?< 001), and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision (r = .28,/?<001). There was also a significant positive correlation between 
hostile cognitions and abusive supervision (r = .15,/><.05) as well as hostile affect and 
abusive supervision (r = .33, /K.001). In addition, subordinates' neuroticism was 
positively related to hostile affect (r = . 19,/?<.05) and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision (r = ,38,/?<01). Thus, we controlled subordinates' neuroticism in the 
succeeding analyses.
Measurement Model
As in Studies 1 and 2, item parcels were created in order to improve the ratio of N 
relative to the number of parameters to be estimated (Little et al., 2002). Based on the 
results of the factor analysis, the items with the highest and lowest loadings for each 
construct were collapsed first, followed by the items with the next second highest and 
lowest loadings. The hypothesised measurement model had a good fit with the observed 
data, t  (85, N=191) = 137.69, ^ <.001, x2/df = 1.62, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, SRMR = .04, 
RMSEA = .06 (Cl 90%: .042-,081). The standardised path estimates of the manifest 
indicators (ranging between .65 and .93) were all statistically significant at /?<.001 (see
Table 8).
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This measurement model was also compared with several alternative models.
Model 1 incorporated all three latent constructs into one factor, x (88, N=191) = 179.58, 
/K.001, jf/df = 2.04, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMR = .19, RMSEA = .08 (Cl 90%: .063 - 
.097). Model 2 combined measures based on source; thus, supervisor measures were 
combined (supervisors' history of family aggression and hostile affect) into Factor 1 and 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision into Factor 2, % (86, N=191) = 155.44, 
pc.001, xf/df = 1.81, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, SRMR = .11, RMSEA = .07 (Cl 90%: .053 - 
.088), (Model 1 Vs. Model 2, %2 diff(2) = 24.14, pc.001). Results of the chi-square 
difference test between our measurement model (three factor model) and the best fitting 
two-factor model (Model 3) suggested that the former had the best fit y"diff(l) = 17.75, 
pc.001. Hostile cognitions were not included in the measurement model because it 
represents a manifest indicator (i.e., single score). Table 9 shows a summary of the 
different measurement model tests.
Structural Model
Next, I examined a fully mediated model (Model A). The fit indices were: x2 (146, 
N=191) = 220.98,p<001, %2/df = 1.51, CFI = .97, TLI = .97, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .06 
(Cl 90%: .041 - .071). The predicted path coefficients were significant at p< 01. A 
partially mediated model (Model B) was also examined for which I specified an additional 
path representing the direct effect of supervisors' history of family aggression to 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision, (145, N=191) = 217.60,/?<.001, x2/df 
= 1.50, CFI = .97, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06 (Cl 90%: .040 - .071). Results showed that 
this additional path was non-significant. Results of the chi-square difference test suggested 
that the partially mediated model did not have a significantly better fit compared to Model
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A, (Model A vs. Model B, %“diff( 1) = 3.38, ns). Thus, Model A was retained as the final 
model.
Testing for Alternative Models
Similar to Study 2, two additional alternative structural models were examined.
For Model C, the direct path from supervisors' history of family aggression to hostile 
affect was constrained. I also added a path from hostile cognitions to hostile affect. This 
represented the cognitive route to abusive supervision. The fit indices of Model C were: jf 
(147, N=T91) = 251.37,/><.001, %-/df = 1.71, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMR = .14, RMSEA 
= .06 (Cl 90%: .052 - .080). The results of the chi-square difference test suggested that 
Model A offers a significantly better fit than Model C; x2diff( 1) = 30.39, p<.001. For 
Model D, the direct path from supervisors' history of family aggression to hostile 
cognitions was constrained. Moreover, an additional path was included to indicate the path 
from hostile affect to hostile cognitions. This represented the affective route to abusive 
supervision. The fit indices ofModel D were: yc (147, N=T91) = 243.54, /?<.001, ^ /d f = 
1.65, CFI = .96, TLI = .96, SRMR = .14, RMSEA = .06 (Cl 90%: .049 - .078). Once 
again, the results of the chi-square difference test suggested that Model A (i.e., dual 
activation of hostile cognitions and affect) offers a significantly better fit than Model D; 
X2diff(l) = 22.56, /?<.001. Overall, Model A was accepted as the final model (see Figure 
12) .
Testing for the Indirect Effects of the Two Mediators
Similar to Study 2, the significance of the indirect effects of the mediators in the 
proposed model (hostile cognitions and hostile affect) was tested using the Preacher and 
Hayes's (2008) approach for testing multiple mediators. The total indirect effect of 
supervisors' history of family aggression through both hostile cognitions and hostile affect
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was significant with a point estimate of .20 (/?<.001). The 95% bootstrap confidence 
interval ranged from .11 to .31. Specific indirect effects analysis shows that both hostile 
cognitions (ß=.06, p< 05) and hostile affect (ß=. 13. /K.01) were significant mediators 
between supervisors' history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision. The confidence interval for the indirect effect of supervisors' history of 
family aggression on subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile 
cognitions ranges from .02 to . 13. In contrast, the confidence interval for the indirect 
effect of supervisors' history of family aggression on subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision through hostile affect ranges from .06 to .24. Overall, Hypotheses 1 to 4 were 
supported.
General Discussion
Once again, the results showed that supervisors' history of family aggression 
increases perceived abusive supervisory behavior through its influence on both 
psychological states. All the hypotheses were supported despite using a different sample 
and measure of hostile cognitions. Thus, Study 3 findings not only corroborate the 
theoretical model but also validate the theoretical underpinnings of the study hypotheses. 
That is, if the relationships among the study variables are only based on the sample and 
methods used, a different set of results would have been expected for Study 3. In addition, 
the proposed model was once again supported after controlling for subordinates' 
neuroticism. This was an important variable to take into account because the measure used 
to assess abusive supervision is based on perceptions and not actual behaviour. Most 
importantly, Study 3 demonstrates that the relationship between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision can occur via the more automatic and unconscious part 
of social cognitions. This finding is consistent with research on implicit social cognitions
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I l l
which differentiates between explicit and implicit individual tendencies to engage in 
aggression (Frost, Ko, & James, 2005; James et al., 2005). Although our measure of 
hostile affect remained to be based on self-reports, our results showed that its mediating 
role still holds despite controlling for subordinates' neuroticism. This is worth noting 
considering that neuroticism involves the frequent experience of negative emotions which 
includes hostility-related affect (John, 1989; McCrae & John, 1992). Thus, this may mean 
that hostile affect exerts a unique influence on abusive supervision independent from the 
influence of personality traits such as neuroticism.
Although subordinates' neuroticism was controlled in the analyses, it is also 
plausible that factors within the organisation (e g., supervisor's experience of procedural 
justice, interactional justice, and psychological contract violation) as well as person factors 
(i.e., supervisor demographics) may influence the proposed relationships and thus result in 
alternative explanations for our findings. Indeed, both situational and person factors may 
serve as triggers of aggressive responding (Douglas et al., 2008; O'Leary-Kelly et al., 
1996). This means that in order to strengthen our hypotheses about the role of history of 
family aggression and the internal states, other factors that have been found to influence 
abusive supervision should be taken into account.
Summary
In summary, the results of Study 3 constructively replicated that of Studies 1 and 2. 
That is, the mediating role of the two psychological states in the relationship between 
history of family aggression and abusive supervision was once again supported. Results 
supported the study hypotheses despite 1) using a different sample of employees, 2) 
accounting for implicit hostile cognitions, and 3) controlling for the influence of 
subordinates' neuroticism. Furthermore, the dual activation process (i.e., history of family
aggression traverses via the cognitive and affective routes to influence abusive
supervision) was once again supported.
113
Chapter 5
Study 4: The Moderating Role of Angry Rumination in the Mediated Relationship 
between History of Family Aggression and Abusive Supervision 
Introduction and Hypotheses
The previous studies demonstrated that the relationship between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision is mediated by both hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect. By testing for theoretically plausible alternative models in the analyses, I was able 
to establish that history of family aggression traverses both the cognitive and affective 
route. However, in order to provide a more stringent test of the proposed set of 
relationships, it is important to rule out alternative explanations. One way by which this is 
accomplished is through the inclusion of control variables (Schmitt & Klimoski, 1991). 
Indeed, Becker (2005) pointed out that the use of control variables may add to the 
credibility of statistical results as potential factors that may bias the proposed relationships 
accounted for. Although this is the case, researchers are cautioned in including a myriad of 
control variables without any theoretical basis. The inclusion of control variables should 
be guided by theory in terms of its relevance with the other substantive variables in the 
model (Gordon, 1968). Thus, the first aim of Study 4 is to test the proposed model while 
controlling for additional relevant variables that have been reported as significant 
antecedents of abusive supervision as explained by displaced aggression theory. 
Specifically, supervisors' justice perceptions (e.g., interactional justice, procedural justice, 
and psychological contract violation), subordinate neuroticism, and supervisor 
demographic characteristics were controlled for in the analyses. In line with Becker's 
(2005) proposal, I provide a brief explanation regarding the inclusion of these variables.
Organisational mistreatment through perceptions of injustice has been noted 
numerous times as an antecedent of abusive supervision (Aryee et al., 2007; Hoobler & 
Brass, 2006; Tepper et al., 2006). Supervisors who experienced procedural and 
interactional injustice (Aryee et al., 2007; Tepper et al., 2006) and psychological contract 
violation (Hoobler & Brass, 2006) from their organisation were more likely to engage in 
abusive supervision as perceived by their subordinates. These effects were explained using 
the displaced aggression framework. Upon experiencing injustice from the organisation, 
supervisors displace their aggression to safer targets (i.e., subordinates) for fear of 
engendering further mistreatment. Thus, in this study I include supervisors' perceptions of 
procedural justice, interactional justice, and psychological contract violation as control 
variables. Similar to Study 3 ,1 also included subordinates' neuroticism as a control 
variable.
In addition. I accounted for supervisors' gender, age. and duration of working 
relationship with the supervisor in the analysis. Evidence suggests that males as opposed 
to females engage in more direct forms of aggression (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & 
Kaukiainen, 1992). In the context of the study, it is also likely that females as opposed to 
males may engage in greater abusive supervision because it involves nonphysical and 
verbal hostility (Tepper, 2000). Age has been found to be positively related to aggression 
(Tremblay et al., 1999) with older supervisors engaging in greater abusive supervision 
compared to their younger counterparts (Hoobler & Brass, 2006). Finally, I also included 
duration of working relationship with the supervisor as there is evidence to suggest that 
surface demographic similarities (e.g., sex and gender similarity between supervisor and 
subordinate) diminish over time as individuals learn more about each other (Harrison,
114
Price, & Bell, 1998).
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The second aim of the present study is to test the proposed moderated mediation 
model. Specifically, I hypothesise that angry rumination will act as a first stage moderator 
strengthening the relationship between history of family aggression and hostile cognitions 
and hostile affect. This then results in a stronger indirect effect between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision (see Figure 13). Later, I elaborate on the theoretical 
and empirical justifications for these proposed relationships.
According to the General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002), 
person factors may interact with situational triggers (i.e., provocation) or prior experiences 
(i.e., history of family aggression) to increase or decrease the accessibility of hostility- 
related cognitions and affect. This is thought to occur because of the development of 
knowledge structures such as scripts, beliefs, memories, and attitudes towards aggression. 
Thus, similar to Studies 1, 2, and 3, l predict a positive relationship between history of 
family aggression and the two psychological states:
Hypothesis 1: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile 
cognitions.
Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile
affect.
As further postulated by the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), once hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect are accessible and activated, these influence how the 
individual interprets the environment. If hostile cognitions are highly accessible, then this 
influences the kind of inference formed following a social encounter (i.e., hostile 
appraisal). The same premise also applies to highly accessible hostile affect. Highly 
accessible hostile cognitions and hostile affect may then result in higher propensities to
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engage in aggressive behaviour such as abusive supervision. Thus, similar to studies 1, 2, 
and 3 ,1 propose the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile cognitions.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile affect.
Collectively, knowledge structures form an individual's personality. If the person 
believes aggression is acceptable and has effectively used it to gain positive outcomes, then 
it is likely to result in a greater predisposition towards aggression. One personality trait 
that has been identified to influence aggressive behaviour is angry rumination. It involves 
thinking about and reliving an anger-eliciting event as well as cognitively rehearsing acts 
of retaliation (Denson et al., 2006; Sukhodolsky et al., 2000). Angry rumination amplifies 
negative mood by directing attention inward to the self (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 
1995). That is, angry rumination enables individuals to relive experiences that activate 
aggressive memories, thoughts, and feelings. This occurs because aggressive concepts and 
feelings are linked together in memory similar to a semantic network (Berkowitz, 1993). 
Once an aggressive thought is remembered or recalled, a spreading activation process takes 
place as thoughts and concepts associated with the previous thoughts are triggered. 
Similarly, the activation of an aggressive thought can also result in triggering aggression- 
related emotions such as anger because these emotions are also linked in a semantic 
network. Thus, angry rumination may exacerbate active hostile cognitions and affect 
increasing accessibility in memory (Ayduk et al., 2002; Bushman, 2002; Rusting & Nolen- 
Hoeksema, 1998). Indeed, laboratory manipulations of rumination resulted in increased 
aggressive cognitions, affect, and arousal (Pedersen et al., 2011). This consequently
results in increased aggression towards the provocateur as well as displaced aggression 
towards an innocent target (Bushman, 2002; Denson et al., 2006). For example, Bushman 
(2002) found that relative to individuals who were asked to distract themselves from an 
anger-provoking incident, those who were asked to ruminate about the incident felt more 
anger and exhibited increased aggression. Similarly, Denson and colleagues (2006) found 
that those individuals high in trait displaced rumination (i.e., the tendency to aggress 
towards a target other than the initial source of the provocation) engage in more aggression 
towards an innocent target because they ruminated about the provoking incident more 
relative to those with low trait displaced rumination.
Research has also found that individuals differ in the extent to which they ruminate 
about current and previous experiences (Borders, Barnwell, Earleywine, 2007; Verona, 
2005). Some individuals generally ponder over previous experiences more compared to 
others which results in experiencing more prolonged negative emotions. For example, 
Borders and colleagues (2007) found that the relationship between alcohol consumption 
and aggressive behaviour was moderated by trait rumination. Specifically, those heavy 
drinkers who are high on trait rumination engaged in more aggressive behaviour compared 
to those with low trait rumination. Given these theoretical and empirical considerations, I 
propose a moderated mediation model wherein angry rumination acts as a moderator in the 
mediated relationship between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. 
Specifically, I expect angry rumination to strengthen the mediated relationship between 
history of family aggression and abusive supervision via both hostile cognitions and hostile
118
affect.
119
Hypothesis 5: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in 
predicting abusive supervision through hostile cognitions will be stronger for those 
individuals who engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
Hypothesis 6: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in 
predicting abusive supervision through hostile affect will be stronger for those individuals 
who engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
Study 4 - Method
Participants
The sites for this study were ten call centres in the central business district of 
Manila, Philippines. Permission to conduct a survey was obtained from the human 
resource managers of each call centre organisation. The final sample consisted of one 
hundred ninety nine supervisor-subordinate dyads. The supervisor sample consisted of 
57% males with a mean age of 33.26 years. Eighty-four percent have been working in the 
company for 10 years or less and have supervised their subordinate for an average of 3.18 
years. The subordinate sample comprised 54% females. Approximately 80% were in the 
19-30 year-old age group and 81% have been working in their respective companies for 5 
years or less.
Procedure
Each site was visited and orientation sessions were held to explain the purpose of 
the survey and the procedure for survey collection. Surveys were administered to 
supervisors during their designated/pre-allocated breaks. Similar to the previous studies, 
supervisors were asked to read the information sheet provided describing the study as well 
as to sign the informed consent forms (see Appendix for a sample information sheet and 
consent form). The supervisors were reminded that they can withdraw from the study at
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any point in time and that this would not in any way jeopardise their relationship with their 
respective organisations.
Each supervisor was given the supervisor questionnaire (see Appendix for a sample 
of the supervisor questionnaire) which contained demographic questions and scales that 
assessed the focal constructs and control variables. As in previous studies, the supervisors 
were asked to generate an anonymous code to ensure anonymity and confidentiality of 
responses. The anonymous code was also used to match both completed supervisor and 
subordinate questionnaires. Upon completion, supervisors were given a sealed envelope 
containing the subordinate questionnaire with demographic questions and scales that 
assessed abusive supervision (see Appendix for sample subordinate questionnaire). The 
supervisors were asked to give the sealed envelope to a subordinate with whom they 
interact on a regular basis. An information sheet and consent form was also provided (see 
Appendix for sample information sheet and consent form). Subordinates were requested 
to provide information concerning the behaviours of their immediate supervisor. They 
were reminded that the word “supervisor” referred to the supervisor who gave them the 
sealed envelope. Subordinates were instructed to place the completed questionnaires in the 
paid postage envelope provided and to affix their signature across the flap. Thus, 
completed subordinate questionnaires were sent directly to the researcher to minimise 
tampering and ensure the integrity of the data.
Out of the five hundred thirty supervisors targeted across the participating call 
centres, three hundred twenty one supervisors expressed their interest but only two 
hundred ninety supervisors completed and returned the surveys, for a response rate of 
54.72%. Twenty six survey forms with incorrect/missing codes as well as a large number 
of missing responses were excluded. We also retrieved two hundred thirty six completed
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subordinate surveys, for a response rate of 44.53%. Sixteen subordinate surveys were 
excluded because of incorrect/missing codes and/or a large number of missing responses. 
Altogether, 199 supervisor-subordinate dyads were matched and comprised the final 
sample. Similar to previous studies, three research assistants contacted 20% of the 
participating subordinates. All provided accurate information supporting the integrity of 
the data.
Measures
As in previous studies, questionnaires were prepared in English because this 
language was spoken by a vast majority of the Filipino population (Bernardo, 2004). The 
response format for all items, except the demographic variables and hostile cognitions, was 
a seven point Likert-type scale, with items coded such that a higher score indicated greater 
amount of the focal construct.
Supervisors’ history of family aggression. As in previous studies, history of 
family aggression was assessed with the Conflict Tactics Scale taken from Straus (1979). 
In this sample, Cronbach's alpha was .96.
Hostile cognitions. As in Study 3, hostile cognitions was assessed using a word 
completion task (WCT) developed by Anderson and colleagues (2003, 2004).
Hostile affect. Similar to previous studies, hostile affect was assessed using the 
State Hostility Scale developed by Anderson and his colleagues (1995). In this sample, 
Cronbach's alpha was .97.
Angry rumination. Angry rumination was measured using the 10-item Angry 
Rumination scale developed by Denson et al. (2006). Internal consistency reliability for 
the angry rumination scale was high (a = .91). The scale was found to be positively 
correlated with the Physical (r = .39;/>< 05) and Verbal (r = .35,/?< 05) Aggression
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subscales of the Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992) which provided 
preliminary evidence of its concurrent validity.
For this study, respondents were asked to think about their experiences with their 
respective families while they were growing up and rate the extent to which they ruminate 
about these experiences. Example items include: “I feel angry about certain things in my 
life” and “I keep thinking about events that angered me for a long time”. In this sample, 
Cronbach's alpha was .90.
Abusive supervision. Similar to Studies 2 and 3, subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision were measured using the scale developed by Tepper (2000). In this 
sample, Cronbach's alpha was .96.
Control variables. Several constructs that have been found as antecedents to 
abusive supervision were included as control variables. Interactional justice was assessed 
using the 9-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). Procedural justice was 
measured using the six-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993).
Cronbach's alphas for the interactional justice and procedural justice scales were .95 and 
.97, respectively. Psychological contract violation was assessed using a four-item scale 
developed by Robinson and Morrison (2000). Cronbach's alpha was .90. Neuroticism was 
assessed using a seven-item semantic differential scale developed by Goldberg (1992) with 
a Cronbach’s alpha for this study of .88. Supervisor 's gender was dummy coded as 0 = 
male and 1 = female. Both supervisor 's age and duration o f working relationship with the 
supervisor were assessed in years.
Results
Measurement Issues
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In order to determine whether there were significant variations across the ten call 
centres, each of the call centres were compared based on all study variables (including 
controls). There were no significant differences across call centre sites in terms of 
supervisors’ history of family aggression, F(9,189) = .37, ns, supervisors' hostile 
cognitions (i.e., operationalised in terms of WCT scores), F(9,189) = .79, ns , supervisors' 
hostile affect, F(9,189) = .14, ns, supervisors' perception of interactional justice. F(9, 189) 
= .34, ns; supervisors' perception of procedural justice, F(9, 189) = 1.25, ns; supervisors’ 
perception of psychological contract violation, F(9, 189) = .59, ns; subordinates' 
neuroticism, F(9, 189) = .42, ns; and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision, 
F(9,l 89) = .24, ns. Intra class coefficients were also calculated to assess whether it was 
appropriate to analyse the data using multi-level modeling that captures the non­
independence of data. The ICC Is were .01 for supervisors' hostile cognitions and 
supervisors' perceptions of procedural justice; .02 for supervisors' perceptions of 
psychological contract violation; .03 for superv isors' history of family aggression, 
supervisors' hostile affect, subordinates' neuroticism. subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision; and .04 for supervisors' perceptions of interactional justice. These values are 
well below the cut-off of .30 required for aggregation of individual level constructs to 
group level (Bliese, 2000; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). In sum, these results suggest that 
nesting within the organisations had no or very little effect on the interrelationships of the 
study variables.
Descriptive statistics, zero-order correlations, and reliability coefficients are 
presented in Table 10. Except for age, gender (r = -.26, p<.0\), duration of working 
relationship with the supervisor (r = -.15,/?< 01), supervisor-reported procedural justice (r 
= -.25, /?<.01), supervisor-reported interactional justice (r = -.56, /K.01), supervisor-
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reported psychological contract violation (r = .34, />< 01), and subordinates' neuroticism (r 
= .47,/?<01) were significantly correlated with subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision. Thus, these variables were controlled for in subsequent analyses.
Data Analytic Technique
To test the hypotheses, hierarchical multiple regression was used as the analytic 
technique. Although it would have been ideal to use structural equation modeling (SEM) 
similar to the previous studies, there was a substantive decrease in statistical power due to 
the increase of the ratio between the number of variables in the study (i.e., including 
additional control variables) and sample size (Williams et al., 2009). Sample size for this 
study was smaller relative to the number of parameters to be estimated which tantamount 
to inadequate power required in SEM analysis. Thus, a large sample size is needed relative 
to the number of parameters to be estimated for sufficient information to detect 
relationships between constructs (Tanaka, 1987).
Discriminant Validity of the Study Variables
However, it was still possible to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis using SEM 
to assess the discriminant validity of the study variables. Similar to the previous studies, 
item parcels were created in order to improve the ratio of N relative to the number of 
parameters to be estimated (Little et al., 2002). Items were combined into parcels using the 
factorial algorithm approach wherein items with the highest and lowest factor loadings are 
combined first followed by the next highest and lowest loadings. The three-factor model 
had a good fit with the observed data, x2 (82, N=199) = 231.09, p< 001, %2/df= 2.82, CFI = 
.96, TLI = .96, SRMR -  .04, RMSEA = .10 (Cl 90%: .080 - .110). The standardised path 
estimates of the manifest indicators ranged from .79 to .98 and were all statistically
significant at /?<.001 (see Table 11).
c
‘ 3
n o
C N
O
U
oc
O N
i r ,
O N
c o
ON
ON
r—
< N
ON
( N
ON
C5
CU
_cd
- §
H
1
a
0
£
s ;
ex-
Cl
■ s
* 8
>3
X.
1
=
0>
c
0
1  
C/3
cd
CJ
OJ<
15
§
c3
£ '
QJ
e
~o
CD
s
CD
C/3
- O
o
4 h
0
C/3
01
.s
t s
0 5
i—
o  ,
C/3
E
CD
Q
3
00
c
' S
<+Ho
C
o
33
C/3
*
30
’S  CD 
O  £  
CD O
S  CD
^  - 5
00
c
s
o3
£
o
C/3
' 1
c
_ o
a3
£
o
CD
30
’ >  " 3
^ £ 2
2  - Ö£
o  c
1 ^ 3
£? j= .ts
ä  3  3
V3
c
(D
3  
c5
3 0
00
_ c
J2 
1 3  
£  
o
C/3
' I
1 3  ’ S
S |  o
-o c73 2
I  S X
£ ’S S
V - 3 0  O
•ts fe
3  ■ §
O  o
- 5  CD
^  s
5 •£
o  2
3 4
C/3 C/3
c c
CD (D
c3 c3 c3 o  a  a
I' i' I'
X - H  C ^ h  X _ |
o o o
c c c ^  
O O O 13 
o
• • • i
T3
CD
• c
C/3
C
CD
c3
3  . t S
C X  3 0
C/3 C/3-*-» -t—»c c
CD CD
c 3  c 3
O -  O n O h
i ‘ I “ I
X—I C^H X—Io o o
CD CD CD „
C  C  3  ^
O O O 13
o
•  •  •  ä
C/3 C/3 C/3
*4—»
C O O
CD CD CD
o3 c3 c3 a  a  a
I' 11'
X—I X—I X—Io o o
(D  CD CD _+ .
C C C ^
O O O 13
o
. c3
£oo
I  --B <+no o
B  o
«  'S
T3 a. 
S  £  
13 2>. to
C/3 C/3-*-> 4->c c
CD CD
c 3  c 3cx cx
i ‘ i ’
X —I X—Io o
CD CD
C C
o  o
CQ
CD
- a_o
cx
X
CD
o
- O
c t
13
o
c3
CL.
CD
34
13
S
'S
£
13
S
CD
3
v -
13
<a
13
o
C 3
DQ
. £
CD CD CD
s  a  a
:1 
an
gt
y 
:1 
of
fe
nd
ed
 
;1 
lik
e 
sw
ea
i
fa
nd
ar
di
se
d 
P
at
h 
C
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
x~~-
<N
c
’3
©©
U
m
on
(N
ON
Tt"
ON
NOON OCoo
C3a.
H
jo
•fa
a.
-o 3  ^ © __ 
&
13
^ £  
0) I—-o
c5 #0- •
3o
13
a
3 
O
•c
a
_  13
2  a
0) »-Ho
c3a- •
T3QJ
'S>
2oh
SP
©
a
T3QJ
3
33o
a
a
13a
§ a
3 £  3 -3
13O
e3
CL
<Ua <ua
a
_o<3S0>
I
GO
33
13a
-  13 o
• $CL
a3
a
<3
3O
00
3
öo
§x>
0)
3a
>,
T3O
-O0)
Eo
-o
CD
S
’C
13a
oo
3
3
<d
l4
3a
"O 3
CD Ooo a
g a
§ S
— o
a 5
<— * cd >
• I
-O
<
0)o
3
Cl
R
em
in
ds
 m
e 
of
 m
y 
pa
st
 m
is
ta
ke
s 
an
d 
fa
ilu
re
s 
B
la
m
es
 m
e 
to
 s
av
e 
hi
m
se
lf/
he
rs
el
f e
m
ba
rra
ss
m
en
i
•em
en
t M
od
el
>r,On <N ^1-oo on
-a<x>3C
O
U
QJ
H
a
O '
äs
.50
0
-S
*8>3
5^
3
1
£4)
" d
I
ao
o3
C/3
öqc
1jo
<i
onos
50
I
12
8
129
Similar to previous studies, the final measurement model was also compared with 
several alternative models. Model 1 incorporated all three constructs into one factor, X  
(85, N=199) = 266.99,p< 001, tf/df = 3.13, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMR = .10, RMSEA -  
.10 (Cl 90%: .090 - .118). Model 2 combined measures based on source; thus, supervisor 
measures were combined (history of family aggression and hostile affect) into Factor 1 and 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision into Factor 2, x  (84, N=191) = 237.32, 
pc.001,5f/df = 2.83, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .10 (Cl 90%: .082 - 
.111), (Model 1 Vs. Model 2, x2diff(l) = 29.67, p<.001). Results of the chi-square 
difference test between the measurement model (three factor model) and the best fitting 
two-factor model (Model 3) suggested that the former had the best fit yw2diff(l) = 6.23, 
p<.05. As with Study 3, hostile cognitions was not included in the measurement model 
because it represents a manifest indicator (i.e., single score).
Mediation Analysis
The three step procedure outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) in examining 
mediation effects was used and succeeding analyses were complemented with the multiple 
mediator test proposed by Preacher and Hayes (2008). The first condition for mediation 
was supported by a positive relationship between supervisors' history' of family aggression 
and each of the mediators namely hostile cognitions (ß = ,28,/?< 001) and hostile affect (ß 
= .61,/K.OOl). The second condition for mediation was also supported by a positive 
relationship between supervisors' history of family aggression and subordinates’ 
perceptions of abusive supervision (ß = .22,/?<.001). It is important to note that the 
supervisors' history of family aggression predicted subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision over and above the effects of supervisors’ perceptions of interactional justice, 
supervisors' perceptions of procedural justice, supervisors' perceptions of psychological
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contract violation, supervisors' neuroticism. duration of working relationship w ith the 
supervisor, supervisors’ gender and age, Ai?2=. 08, F(2, 172) = 23.18. The third condition 
for mediation required that the effect of supervisors' history of family aggression on 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision should substantially reduce upon the 
inclusion of hostile cognitions and hostile affect in the equation, while both mediators 
exerting a significant effect. The third condition was also met as the beta coefficient 
betw een supervisors' history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision significantly decreased from .22 to -.01 when both hostile cognitions and 
hostile affect were entered into the regression equation (see Table 12).
Testing for the Indirect Effects of the Two Mediators
Similar to Studies 2 and 3, the significance of the indirect effects of the two 
mediators was assessed using Preacher and Hayes's (2008) bootstrapping technique. The 
total indirect effect of supervisors' history of family aggression through both hostile 
cognitions and affect was significant, with a point estimate of .20 and a 95% bootstrap 
confidence interval ranging from .12 to .31. Examination of the specific indirect effects 
revealed that hostile cognitions was a significant mediator (with a point estimate of .05 and 
a 95% bootstrap confidence interval ranging between .02 to .10) as was hostile affect (with 
a point estimate o f . 15 and a 95% bootstrap confidence interval ranging between .06 to 
.25). Overall, Hypotheses 1 to 4 were all supported (see Figure 14).
Tests of Moderated Mediation
It is further predicted that the strength of the indirect (mediation) effect between 
supervisors' history of family aggression and subordinates’ perceptions of abusive 
supervision via hostile cognitions (Hypothesis 5) and hostile affect (Hypothesis 6) is 
conditional on the value of the proposed moderator supervisors' angry rumination.
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Table 12
Hierarchical Regression Analysis for the Mediating Role o f Hostile Cognition and Hostile 
Affect
Study variables Abusive Supervision
Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Controls only Main effect Mediators
Control variables
Supervisor gender2 -.15* -.13* -.16**
Supervisor age -.00 .02 .02
Procedural justice .04 .02 .02
Interactional justice 39*** 29***
Psychological contract violation .13* .08 .06
Duration of working relationship with -.15* -.14* -.11
supervisor
Subordinate neuroticism 2 7 * * * 2 3 * * * 19**
Main effect
History of family aggression 2 2 * * * -.01
Mediators
Hostile cognitions 2 7 * * *
Hostile affect .20**
F 20.56*** 21.08*** 23.18***
Adjusted R2
42*** 47*** .55***
<N<1
Q4*** .08***
Note: N= 199, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***/?< 001 
a 0 = male, 1 = female
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Specifically, it is expected that supervisors' angry rumination will act as a first stage 
moderator, moderating the path between supervisors' history' of family aggression and the 
two psychological states. The SPSS macro designed by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 
(2007) was utilised to test the moderated mediation hypotheses. This macro was used as it 
allows researchers to implement bootstrapping methods and probe the significance of 
conditional indirect effects at different values of the moderator.
Following Preacher and colleagues' (2007) approach, the conditional indirect effect 
of supervisors' history of family aggression on subordinates’ perceptions of abusive 
supervision were examined at high and low levels of supervisors' angry rumination 
operationalised as one standard deviation above and below the mean. The interaction term 
between supervisors' history' of family aggression and supervisors' angry- rumination is 
expected to be significant as supervisors' angry- rumination is proposed to act as a first 
stage moderator.
With regard to Hypothesis 5, results indicated that the cross-product term between 
supervisors' history- of family aggression and supervisors' angry rumination was not 
significant (ß = .00, n.s ). Further examining the conditional indirect effect at specific 
values of supervisors' angry- rumination revealed that the indirect effect of supervisors' 
history of family aggression on subordinates' abusive supervision via hostile cognitions 
was not significantly stronger in the high angry rumination condition (indirect effect = .04, 
SE = .02, z = 1.79, 95% Cl: .00 - .09). Similarly, the hypothesised indirect effect was not 
significantly weaker in the low angry rumination condition (indirect effect = .03, SE = .03, 
z = 1.29, 95% Cl: -.00 - .09). Overall, Hypothesis 5 was not supported (see Table 13).
For Hypothesis 6, results revealed that the cross-product term between supervisors' 
history of family aggression and supervisors' angry rumination was significant {ß = .14,
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/7<.001). Further examining the conditional indirect effect at specific values of 
supervisors' angry rumination indicated that the indirect effect of supervisors' history of 
family aggression on subordinates' abusive supervision via hostile affect was significantly 
stronger in the high angry rumination condition (indirect effect = .16, SE = .05, z = 2.96, 
95% Cl: .05 to .30). Likewise, the indirect effect of supervisors’ history of family 
aggression on subordinates' abusive supervision was significantly weaker in the low angry 
rumination condition (indirect effect = .05 SE = .03, z = 1.96, 95% Cl: .02 - .13). Overall, 
Hypothesis 6 was supported (see Table 13).
Simple slopes analyses were conducted to further examine the nature of the 
significant interaction term between supervisors' history of family aggression and 
supervisors' angry rumination in predicting hostile affect. Results revealed that at high 
levels of angry rumination, there was a stronger positive relationship between supervisors’ 
history of family aggression and hostile affect, /(199) = 3.08, /?<.01. In contrast, at low 
levels of angry rumination, there was a weaker positive relationship between supervisors' 
history of family aggression and hostile affect /(199) = 8.49, p <.001 (see Figure 15).
General Discussion
Results in this study corroborated that of the previous studies and supported the 
proposed mediated relationship between history of family aggression and abusive 
supervision. That is, history of family aggression was found to be positively related to 
both hostile cognitions and hostile affect. Furthermore, hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect both mediated the relationship between history of family aggression and abusive 
supervision. These results lend support to the Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973) in 
general and the General Aggression Model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002) in 
particular. As with previous studies, the results also support a dual activation process
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Table 13
Summary o f Conditional Indirect Effects at Low and High Levels o f Angry Rumination in 
Study 4
S tu d y  4 IE SE Z C l
Simple paths for low angry rumination (hostile affect) .05 .03 1.96 .02 to .13
Simple paths for high angry rumination (hostile 
affect) .16 .05 2.96 .05 to .30
Simple paths for low angry rumination (hostile 
cognitions) .03 .03 1.29 -.00 to .09
Simple paths for high angry rumination (hostile 
cognitions) .04 .02 1.79 .00 to .09
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wherein both hostile cognitions and hostile affect are highly accessible due to exposure to 
a hostile family environment. However, this does not mean that hostile cognitions and 
hostile affect are not related. The results simply suggest that a dual activation process 
better explains how history of family aggression exerts its influence on abusive supervision 
as compared to a primarily cognitive or affective route.
An important aim of this study was to test the proposed relationships while 
accounting for previously established antecedents of abusive supervision. Indeed, the 
mediation hypotheses were supported even after controlling for interactional justice, 
procedural justice, psychological contract violation, subordinates' neuroticism. and 
supervisor demographic variables. This rules out alternative explanations for the study's 
findings and bolsters the validity of the proposed theoretical model. More importantly, it 
suggests that history of family aggression contributes a unique amount of variance in 
explaining abusive supervision. Indeed, this is in support of calls for giving more 
importance to the role of dispositions and individual differences in explaining aggressive 
behaviours in the workplace (Douglas & Martinko, 2001; House, Shane, & Herold, 1996).
This study also provided preliminary evidence on the moderating role of angry 
rumination in the relationship between history of family aggression and abusive 
supervision. It was proposed that high levels of angry rumination would strengthen the 
proposed indirect relationship between history of family aggression and abusive 
supervision via the two psychological states. However, angry rumination only moderated 
the mediated relationship via hostile affect but not via hostile cognitions. There are two 
plausible explanations for these findings. First, rumination may involve two types of 
ruminative responses (Denson et al., 2006; Pedersen et al., 2011). Provocation-focused 
rumination occurs when attention is directed at the provoking incident. In contrast, self-
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focused rumination occurs when attention is directed inward or towards one's own 
negative emotions (Pedersen et al., 2011). Recently, Pedersen and colleagues (2011) 
found that provocation-focused rumination was more related to the accessibility of 
aggressive action cognition (i.e., hostile cognitions as compared to self-focused 
rumination). The authors also used a word completion task to measure hostile cognitions 
similar to the WCT used in the present study. It is possible that supervisors’ use more self- 
focused rumination than provocation-focused rumination when they think about their 
experiences of family aggression. Individuals who observed their parents fight may 
ruminate about it but this does not mean they would want to retaliate towards the source of 
the mistreatment (e.g., their parents). For one, children hold their parents in high regard, 
which is why they model their behaviours (Bandura, 1973). Thus, it is unlikely for a child 
to retaliate towards someone who is considered an authority figure and as someone who 
provides care and support. Moreover, it should be noted that history of family aggression 
was operationalised as observed mter-parental aggression. This means that the aggressive 
behaviour was not directed towards the child (i.e., the supervisor). Thus, it is possible that 
they tend to engage in self-focused rumination more (e.g., emotions they felt while 
observing the incident) rather than provocation-focused rumination (e.g., thoughts of 
retaliation towards the provocateur). Second, supervisors' history of family aggression and 
hostile affect were both assessed using explicit measures while hostile cognitions were 
assessed using an implicit measure. Thus, it is possible that the non-significant interaction 
was due to the differences in the manner the variables were measured.
The present study has limitations that are worth noting. First, although asking 
supervisors to report their own experience of family aggression captures their 
interpretation of the experience, it may also be problematic. For example, as the CTS was
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based on retrospective accounts, it might be susceptible to response distortion and memory 
recall problems (Henry et al., 1994). Second, because both history of family aggression 
and hostile cognition originated from the same source (i.e., supervisors), the significant 
interaction may have been influenced by common method variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 
1986).
Summary
Overall, Study 4 replicated the results of the previous studies and strengthened 
evidence that supports the hypothesised model. Specifically, most of the predictions are 
supported (with the exception of Hypothesis 5), even after controlling for theoretically- 
based control variables that have been found to influence abusive supervision.
Furthermore, it provided preliminary evidence on the moderating role of angry rumination 
as it strengthened the mediating role of hostile affect in the relationship between history of 
family aggression and abusive supervision.
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Chapter 6
Study 5: The Moderating Role of Angry Rumination in the Relationship Between 
History of Family Aggression and Abusive Supervision: A Replication Using Parent-
supervisor-subordinate Triads 
Introduction and Hypotheses
One limitation associated with the methods that have been used in Studies 2 to 4 is 
its reliance on retrospective data. Specifically, history of family aggression was measured 
by asking supervisors to recall their childhood and rate the extent to which they observed 
their parents aggress towards each other. This is a methodological concern because 
retrospective accounts may be influenced by response distortion and memory recall 
problems (Hardt & Rutter, 2004; Henry et al., 1994). For example, individuals may not 
accurately remember what had happened in the past or they may reconstruct their previous 
experiences to suit their current needs or situation (Squire, 1989). Indeed, a study by 
Widom and Shepard (1996) reported that only 60% of 110 participants with documented 
cases of sexual abuse during childhood reported such abuse twenty years later. Thus, the 
main aim of Study 5 is to replicate the results of the previous studies while addressing the 
limitations inherent in the use of retrospective data (see Figure 16).
In order to strengthen the validity of the study findings, additional data were 
collected to constructively replicate results from Study 4. Specifically, Study 5 builds on 
Study 4 by testing the proposed relationships using different sample and obtaining parent 
ratings of history of family aggression. That is, supervisors’ parents w ere requested to rate 
the extent to which the focal supervisor (i.e., their child) has observed them aggress 
towards each other in the past. Although parent ratings are also retrospective in nature, the
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risks associated with such reports are minimised as parents may be able to recall events in 
the past that the child may not necessarily be aware of. Indeed, several studies have used 
parent reports to corroborate self-reports of adverse childhood experiences (Hardt &
Rutter, 2004; Jouriles, Mehta, McDonald, & Francis, 1997). Sibling ratings were also used 
to validate self-reports of childhood experiences (Bifulco, Brown, Lillie, & Jarvis, 1997). 
However, it is expected that parents are more aware of the extent to which their child 
observed inter-parental aggression than siblings since they were either the victim or 
perpetrators of the act. Thus, sibling ratings are dependent on the extent they also 
observed or were exposed to inter-parental aggression. Given these, data were collected 
from three data sources -  parents of supervisors, supervisors, and subordinates. Although 
parent ratings were also used in Study 1, the analysis was only confined in examining the 
relationship between history of family aggression and the two psychological states. On the 
other hand, Study 5 uses triadic data to test the entire proposed theoretical model m the 
organisational context (i.e., abusive supervision). Along similar lines, a three month time 
lag (two measurement periods) was incorporated in assessing the study variables. This was 
done to further alleviate problems associated with common method variance such as the 
consistency motif (i.e., respondents having lay theories of how the different items in the 
survey are interrelated). Furthermore, separating the time when the supervisor and 
subordinate questionnaires were administered assures that subordinates' ratings are free 
from any form of influence or coercion (e.g., from supervisors).
As with Studies 1 to 4, a positive relationship between history of family aggression 
and hostile cognitions and hostile affect is predicted. Based on GAM theory (Anderson & 
Bushman, 2002), repeated exposure to aggressive environments can lead to the chronic 
accessibility of hostile thoughts and emotions as it gets encoded in memory.
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Hypothesis 1: History o f family aggression will he positively associated with hostile 
cognitions.
Hypothesis 2: History o f family aggression will be positively associated with hostile
affect.
Once hostile cognitions and affect become highly accessible and activated, this 
influences how individuals interpret the environment. Cues that would validate activated 
hostile thoughts and feelings will be focused on and interpretations that favour aggression 
as a plan of action will be preferred. This in turn increases the likelihood for aggression to 
take place. Thus, those supervisors who were repeatedly exposed to family aggression 
would tend to have highly accessible and activated hostile cognitions and affect. This in 
turn makes them susceptible in abusing their subordinates. Thus, similar to Studies 2 to 4, 
the following hypotheses are proposed:
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile cognitions.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between history o f family aggression and abusive 
supervision is mediated by hostile affect.
As with Study 4, angry rumination is expected to moderate the strength of the 
mediated relationship among history of family aggression, psychological states and 
abusive supervision. In line with GAM theory (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), person 
factors may serve as triggers that influence one or both of the psychological states. 
Specifically, angry rumination further increases the accessibility of hostile thoughts and 
emotions as ruminating about incidents of family aggression in the past strengthens the 
association between encoded aggression-related concepts in memory and amplifies the 
emotions felt during the encounter. Thus, similar to Study 4, it is hypothesised that:
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Hypothesis 5: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in 
predicting abusive supervision through hostile cognitions will be stronger for those 
individuals who engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
Hypothesis 6: The conditional indirect effect o f history o f family aggression in 
predicting abusive supervision through hostile affect will be stronger for those individuals 
who engage in high as opposed to low levels o f angry rumination.
Study 5 - Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited from four customer service organisations, which include 
two call centres and two retail service organisations in the business districts of the 
Philippines. In consultation with the HR division of each participating organisation, a list 
of supervisors with key responsibilities in managing work units and supervising employees 
were obtained. These supervisors were contacted via email to invite them to participate in a 
leadership survey. Out of the 277 invitations that were sent, 236 supervisors responded 
indicating their interest to participate in the study. At Time 1, supervisors were asked to 
read the information sheet provided describing the study as well as to sign the informed 
consent forms (see Appendix for a sample information sheet and consent form). The 
supervisors were reminded that they can withdraw from the study at any point in time and 
that this would not in any way jeopardise their performance in their respective 
organisations. Each supervisor was given the supervisor questionnaire (see Appendix for a 
sample of the supervisor questionnaire) which contained demographic questions and scales 
that assessed supervisor demographics, hostile rumination, hostile affect, and the control 
variables (e.g., procedural justice, interactional justice, and psychological contract 
violation). The word completion task assessing hostile cognitions was administered to
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supervisors in groups of five. As with the previous studies, supervisors were asked to 
generate an anonymous code to ensure anonymity and confidentiality of responses. The 
anonymous code was also used to match completed parent, supervisor, and subordinate 
questionnaires. Upon completion of the supervisor questionnaire, supervisors were given a 
sealed envelope containing the parent questionnaire (see Appendix for a sample of the 
parent questionnaires). The supervisors were requested to give the envelope with the word 
“parent” written on it to one of their parents. An information sheet and consent form was 
also included (see Appendix for sample information sheet and consent form). In the parent 
questionnaire, parents were requested to provide information concerning the focal 
supervisors' history of family aggression (i.e., the extent to which the supervisor observed 
their parents engage in aggressive tactics towards each other before the age of 18). They 
were reminded that the word “child” referred to the focal supervisor who gave them the 
sealed envelope. The parents were instructed to place the completed questionnaires in the 
paid postage envelope provided and to affix their signature across the flap. Thus, 
completed parent questionnaires were sent directly to the researcher to minimise tampering 
and ensure the integrity of the data.
At Time 2, three months after Time 1 data collection, one of the subordinates who 
directly reported to the supervisor who completed the supervisor questionnaire was 
surveyed. Selection of the subordinate was identified by the respective HR division of the 
participating organisations as someone who reports directly with the focal supervisor on a 
work-related basis. For supervisors who were supervising more than one employee, the HR 
division randomly selected a subordinate to participate in the Time 2 survey. The 
subordinates were asked to provide information concerning the behaviours of their 
immediate supervisor. They were reminded that the word “supervisor" referred to the
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supervisor who gave them the sealed envelope. The subordinates were instructed to place 
the completed questionnaires in the paid postage envelope provided and to affix their 
signature across the flap. Thus, completed subordinate questionnaires were sent directly to 
the researcher to minimise tampering and ensure the integrity of the data (see Appendix for 
a sample of the subordinate questionnaire).
Out of the 236 surveys distributed to supervisors’ parents, supervisors, and their 
subordinates, 143 parent surveys, 169 supervisor surveys, and 155 subordinate surveys 
were retrieved yielding a response rate of 60.59%, 71.61%, and 65.67%, respectively.
Nine parent surveys, 35 supervisor surveys, and 21 subordinate surveys were disregarded 
because of a) wrong or missing anonymous codes, or b) a large number of missing 
responses (75% of the questions were not answered). Altogether, 134 parent-supervisor- 
subordinate questionnaires were matched and comprised the final sample. As an additional 
check, three research assistants randomly contacted 20% of the participating parents and 
subordinates using the optional email/cell phone information that were included in the 
questionnaires. Questions were asked regarding the nature of the questions and length of 
the survey to determine whether the parent or subordinate actually completed the survey. 
All parent and subordinate participants provided accurate information supporting the 
integrity of the data.
The supervisor sample consisted of 60% male; with a mean age of 31.05 years. 
Sixty-six percent of the supervisors have been working in their respective companies for 1- 
5 years. They had supervised their respective subordinates for an average of 2.64 years. 
The subordinate sample comprised of 54% females. Approximately, 79% were in the 21- 
30 years old age group and 83% have been working in their respective companies for 5
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years or less. The parent sample consisted of 55% fathers with an average age of 55.56 
years.
Measures
As in previous studies, questionnaires were prepared in English because this 
language was spoken by a vast majority of the Filipino population (Bernardo, 2004). The 
response format for all items, except the demographic variables and hostile cognitions, was 
a seven point Likert-type scale, with items coded such that a higher score indicated greater 
amount of the focal construct.
Parent ratings of history offamily aggression. Similar to Study 1, parents in this 
study were instructed to recall their child's ''worst” year in the family, that is, the time 
when the parent fought with his/her spouse the most and indicate the frequency (1 = never 
to 7 = always) by which the child witnessed the parent use aggressive tactics toward 
his/her spouse during that year. Specifically, parents were reminded that the word "child” 
referred to the focal employee (i.e., the person who gave them the sealed envelope) and 
that they should rate the extent to which they exhibited the behaviours listed in front of the 
child. Example items include: "I yelled at my spouse” and “I threw something at my 
spouse”. In this sample, Cronbach's alpha w as .93.
Hostile cognitions. Similar to Studies 3 and 4, hostile cognitions was assessed 
using a word completion task (WCT) developed by Anderson and colleagues (2003, 2004). 
The WCT taps into the accessibility of aggressive thoughts by asking participants to fill in 
missing letters from 98 word fragments. Half of the items can be completed to form either 
aggressive or non-aggressive words. For instance, one item "expl e” may be completed as 
"explore” or "explode.” Participants were each allocated three minutes to complete as 
many words as they can. An accessibility of aggressive thoughts score was calculated by
dividing the number of aggressive word completions by the total number of word 
completions.
Hostile affect. As with Studies 1 to 4, hostile affect was assessed using the State 
Hostility Scale developed by Anderson and colleagues (1995). In this study, the scale 
yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .97.
Angry rumination. As with Study 4, angry rumination was measured using the 
Angry Rumination subscale of the Displaced Aggression Questionnaire developed by 
Denson and colleagues (2006). For this study, the scale yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .95.
Subordinates* perceptions o f abusive supervision. As with Studies 2-4, 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision were measured using the scale developed 
by Tepper (2000). For this study, the scale yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .96.
Control variables. Similar to Study 4, several constructs that have been found as 
antecedents to abusive supervision were included as control variables. Interactional justice 
was assessed using the nine-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). 
Procedural justice was measured using the six-item scale developed by Niehoff and 
Moorman (1993). Cronbach's alphas for the interactional justice and procedural justice 
scales for this study were .98 and .96, respectively. Psychological contract violation was 
assessed using a four-item scale developed by Robinson and Morrison (2000). Cronbach's 
alpha was .91. Neuroticism was assessed using a seven-item semantic differential scale 
developed by Goldberg (1992) with a Cronbach's alpha for this study of .89. Supervisor 's 
gender was dummy coded as 0 = male and 1 = female. Both supervisor 's age and duration 
of working relationship with the supervisor were assessed in years.
Results
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Measurement Issues
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Each of the four organisations that participated in this study was compared based on all 
study variables (including controls) to determine whether there were significant variations 
between groups. There were no significant differences across all four organisations in 
terms of parent ratings of history of family aggression, 7^4,129) = 1.68, ns; hostile 
cognitions, 7r(4,129) = .57, ns; hostile affect, 7^(4,129) = .92, ns; angry rumination,
F(4,129) = .36, ns; supervisors' perception of procedural justice, F(4,129) = 1.70, ns; 
supervisors' perception of interactional justice, F(4,129) = .38, ns; supervisors' perception 
of psychological contract violation, 7^(4,129) = 2.39, ns; subordinates' neuroticisnx 
7^4,129) = .37, ns; and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision, F(4,127) = .49, 
ns. Similar to Study 4, intraclass coefficients were also calculated to assess whether it was 
appropriate to analyse the data using multi-level modeling that captures the non­
independence of data. The ICC1 s were . 15 for parent ratings of history of family 
aggression; -.19 for angry rumination; -.02 for hostile affect; -.12 for hostile cognitions; .15 
for supervisors' perceptions of procedural justice; -.18 for supervisors' perceptions of 
interactional justice; .26 for supervisors' perceptions of psychological contract violation; - 
.19 for subordinates' neuroticism; and -.15 for subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision. These values are below the prescribed cut-off of .30 for aggregation of 
individual level constructs to group levels (Bliese, 2000; Raudenbaush & Bryk, 2002). 
Overall, these results suggest that membership within each of the organisations had no or 
very little effect on the interrelationships of the study variables.
Descriptive statistics, zero order correlations, and reliability coefficients are 
presented in Table 14. Except for supervisor age, duration of working relationship with 
the supervisor, and supervisor gender, supervisor-reported procedural justice (r = -.28, 
/?<.01), supervisor-reported interactional justice (r = -.51, p<.01), supervisor-reported
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psychological contract violation (r = .35, p< 01), and subordinates' neuroticism (r = .54, 
/?<01) were significantly correlated with subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision. 
Thus, these variables were controlled for in subsequent analyses.
Mediation Analysis
As with Study 4, the three-step procedure outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) was 
followed in examining mediation effects and the analysis was complemented with Preacher 
and Hayes's (2008) multiple mediator test. The first condition for mediation was 
supported by a positive relationship between parent-rated history of family aggression and 
the mediators namely hostile cognitions (ß = .21,/K.05) and hostile affect (ß = .41,
/K.001). The second condition for mediation was also supported by a positive relationship 
between parent-rated history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision (ß = . 16,/?<.05) over and above the effects of the control variables l±R2=.02,
F(6, 127) = 17.38. The third condition for mediation required that the effect of parent­
rated history of family aggression on subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision 
should substantially reduce upon the inclusion of hostile cognitions and hostile affect in the 
equation, while both mediators exerting a significant effect. The third condition was met 
as the beta coefficient between parent-rated history of family aggression and subordinates' 
perceptions of abusive supervision significantly decreased from . 16 to .00 when both 
hostile cognitions and hostile affect were entered into the regression equation (see Table 
15).
Testing for the Indirect Effects of the Two Mediators
Similar to Study 4, the significance of the indirect effects of the two mediators were 
assessed next using Preacher and Hayes's (2008) bootstrapping technique. The total 
indirect effect of parent-rated history of family aggression through both hostile cognitions
152
Table 15
Study 5 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for the Mediating Role o f Hostile Cognition and 
Hostile Affect
Study variables Abusive Supervision
Model 1: 
Controls only
Model 2: 
Main effect
Model 3: 
Mediators
Control variables
Supervisor gender3 -.10 -.08 - . 1 1
Procedural justice .06 .04 -.02
Interactional justice _ 27*** 3 7 * * * -.20*
Psychological contract violation .14 .13 .12
Subordinate neuroticism 40*** 36*** .24**
Main effect
History of family aggression .16* .00
Mediators
Hostile cognitions .21**
Hostile affect .28**
F 2 i 29*** 19 32*** 21.06***
4 3 * * * 4 3 * * * .55***Adjusted R~
. r-» 2
02*** i o * * *
A  R-
Note: N —  134, *p<.05, **/?<01, ***/?<.001 
a0 = male, 1 = female
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and affect was significant, with a point estimate of .17 and a 95% bootstrap confidence 
interval ranging from .08 to .30. Examination of the specific indirect effects revealed that 
hostile cognitions was a significant mediator (with a point estimate of .04 and a 95% 
bootstrapped confidence interval ranging between .01 to .10.) as was hostile affect (with a 
point estimate of .13 and a 95% bootstrapped confidence interval ranging from .05 to .24). 
Overall, hypotheses 1 to 4 were once again supported (see Figure 17).
Tests for Moderated Mediation
It is further predicted that the strength of the indirect (mediation) effect between 
parent ratings of history of family aggression and subordinates’ perceptions of abusive 
supervision via hostile cognitions (Hypothesis 5) and hostile affect (Hypothesis 6) is 
conditional on the value of the proposed moderator supervisors' angry rumination. 
Specifically, it is expected that supervisors' angry rumination will act as a first stage 
moderator, moderating the path between parent ratings of history of family aggression and 
the two psychological states. Similar to Study 4, the SPSS macro designed by Preacher 
and his colleagues (2007) was utilised to test the moderated mediation hypotheses. This 
macro was used as it allows researchers to implement bootstrapping methods and probe the 
significance of conditional indirect effects at different values of the moderator.
Following Preacher and colleagues' (2007) approach, the conditional indirect effect 
of parent ratings of history of family aggression on subordinates' perceptions of abusive 
supervision were examined at high and low levels of supervisors' angry rumination 
operationalised as one standard deviation above and below the mean. The interaction term 
between parent ratings of history of family aggression and supervisors' angry rumination is 
expected to be significant as supervisors' angry rumination is proposed to act as a first
stage moderator.
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With regard to Hypothesis 5, results indicated that the cross-product term between 
parent ratings of history7 of family aggression and supervisors' angry rumination was not 
significant (ß = -.00, n.s.) in predicting hostile cognitions. Further examining the 
conditional indirect effect at specific values of supervisors' angry rumination revealed that 
the indirect effect of parent ratings of history of family aggression on subordinates' 
abusive supervision via hostile cognitions was non-significant for both the high angry 
rumination condition (indirect effect = .02, SE = .03, z = .73, 95% Cl: -.02 - .10) and the 
low angry rumination condition (indirect effect = .05, SE = .04, z = 1.22, 95% Cl: -.01 - 
.14). Overall, Hypothesis 5 was not supported (see Table 16).
For Hypothesis 6, results revealed that the cross-product term between supervisors' 
history7 of family aggression and supervisors' angry rumination w as significant {ß = .14, 
p<05). Further examining the conditional indirect effect at specific values of supervisors’ 
angry rumination indicated that the indirect effect of supervisors' history of family 
aggression on subordinates' abusive supervision via hostile affect was significantly 
stronger in the high angry rumination condition (indirect effect = .18, SE = .06, z = 3.09, 
95% Cl: .08 to .31). However, the indirect effect of supervisors' history7 of family 
aggression on subordinates' abusive supervision was not significant in the low angry7 
rumination condition (indirect effect = .05, SE = .05, z = 1.05, 95% Cl: -.03 - .16).
Overall, Hypothesis 6 was supported (see Table 16).
Simple slopes analyses were conducted to further examine the nature of the 
significant interaction term between parent ratings of history of family aggression and 
supervisors' angry rumination in predicting hostile affect. Results revealed that at high 
levels of angry rumination, there was a stronger positive relationship between parent 
ratings of history of family aggression and hostile affect, ^(134) = 4.78,/?<.001. In
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Table 16
Summary o f Conditional Indirect Effects at Low and High Levels o f Angry Rumination in 
Study 5
S tu dy 5 IE SE Z  C l
Simple paths for low angry rumination (hostile affect) .05 .05 1.05 -.03 to .16
Simple paths for high angry rumination (hostile 
affect) .18 .06 3.09 .08 to .31
Simple paths for low angry rumination (hostile 
cognitions) .05 .04 1.22 -.01 to .14
Simple paths for high angry rumination (hostile 
cognitions) .02 .03 .73 -.02 to .10
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contrast, the slope representing low levels of angry rumination was not significant ftT34) = 
1.13, n.s. (see Figure 18).
General Discussion
As with the previous studies, Hypotheses 1 to 4 were once again supported.
Hostile cognitions and hostile affect were shown to mediate the relationship between 
history of family aggression and abusive supervision. This finding strengthens the results 
obtained from the previous studies in several ways. First, it constructively replicates the 
proposed relationships from Study 1 to 4 since the present study used a different sample 
(i.e., parent-supervisor-subordinate triads) and a different operationalisation of history of 
family aggression (i.e., parent ratings of history' of family aggression). Second, the 
proposed relationships were once again supported even after controlling for established 
antecedents of abusive supervision. Thus, the study supports the view of Douglas and 
Martinko (2001) that individual difference variables can explain a unique amount of 
variance in workplace aggression, and in this case abusive supervision, over and above the 
effects of situational factors. Finally, one of the aims of the present study was to minimise 
concerns associated with the use of retrospective data to measure history of family 
aggression in the previous studies (Studies 2 to 4). Although memory recall problems and 
social desirability biases may have influenced self-report ratings of history of family 
aggression, the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS; Straus, 1979) has inherent means to attenuate 
such effects. For example, a one year referent period is used in the CTS to aid memory 
recall (Straus, 1990). That is, respondents are specifically asked to recall the "worst” year 
of their childhood. Although this may still lead to inaccurate recall, it helps respondents by 
asking them to focus on a particular event during their childhood. In addition, the CTS 
also reduces response distortions by asking respondents to rate the extent to which they
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observed specific concrete behaviours or actions. This then minimises chances for varying 
interpretations of the same behaviour. However, inaccuracies in recall and response 
distortions may still be present in spite of all of these inherent mechanisms. Thus, parent 
rating of history of family aggression was used in this study to further bolster the validity 
of the previous study findings. Indeed, parent ratings of history of family aggression were 
associated with subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision, and this relationship is 
mediated by both hostile cognitions and hostile affect.
Similar to Study 4, we did not find support for Hypothesis 5. That is, the 
conditional indirect effect between parent ratings of history of family aggression and 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile cognitions were not 
particularly stronger for individuals with high as opposed to low levels of angry 
rumination. Again, it is possible that supervisors engaged in self-focused rumination as 
compared to provocation-focused rumination when they think about their past familial 
experiences (Denson et al., 2006). The WCT used in this study to measure hostile 
cognitions involved hostile cognition words that were found to be more related to 
provocation-focused rumination. Furthermore, parent-rated history of family aggression 
and hostile affect were both assessed using explicit measures while hostile cognitions was 
assessed using an implicit measure. Thus, it is again possible that the non-significant 
interaction was due to the differences in the manner the variables were measured.
Mirroring the results in Study 4, we did find support for Hypothesis 6. That is, the 
conditional indirect effect of parent-rated history of family aggression on subordinates' 
perceptions of abusive supervision via hostile affect was stronger for individuals with high 
as opposed to low levels of angry rumination. This is consistent with research supporting 
the view that angry rumination amplifies negative emotions such as anger (Bushman,
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2002; Pedersen et al., 2011; Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998). Also, consistent with 
GAM theory (Anderson & Bushman, 2002), angry rumination was found to interact with 
history of family aggression. That is, angry rumination served as an input variable that 
linked a distal memory-driven experience (i.e., history of family aggression) to the 
increased activation of a more proximal state (i.e., hostile affect) which then impacts on 
current behaviour (i.e., abusive supervision).
Summary
Overall, Study 5 replicated the results of the previous studies and strengthened 
evidence that supports the hypothesised model. Specifically, majority of the predictions 
are supported (with the exception of Hypothesis 5), even after controlling for theoretically 
based control variables that have been found to influence abusive supervision.
Furthermore, it provided supporting evidence on the moderating role of angry rumination 
as it strengthened the mediating role of hostile affect in the relationship between history of 
family aggression and abusive supervision.
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Chapter 7
General Discussion of Key Findings and Conclusions
Research on abusive supervision, defined as “subordinates' perceptions of the 
extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal 
behaviours, excluding physical contact" (Tepper, 2000 p. 178), has continuously increased 
in recent years (e.g., Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007; Liu, Liao, Loi, in press; Neider 
& Schriesheim, 2010; Tepper et al., 2011). The reason for this is the recognition that 
leaders, given their power and authority, can easily abuse their followers. However, less is 
still known regarding the reasons for engaging in abusive supervision. For example, 
among the three studies that investigated the antecedents of abusive supervision, all framed 
it as a response to organisational mistreatment (Aryee, et al., 2007; Hoobler & Brass, 2006; 
Tepper et al., 2006). Specifically, only a few studies have addressed the call for exploring 
the role of supervisor-level factors in influencing abusive supervision (Tepper, 2007). This 
is the case despite evidence suggesting that some individuals may be predisposed to 
engage in aggressive behaviour across situational contexts (Denson et al., 2006; Garcia et 
al., 2010). Indeed, Douglas and Martinko (2001) found that 62% of the variance in self- 
reported workplace aggression can be attributed to individual differences such as trait 
anger (i.e., the predisposition to experience anger across time and situations; Spielberger et 
al., 1996) and exposure to aggressive home cultures. An exception is the study by Kiazad 
and colleagues (2010) which found support for the relationship between Machiavellianism 
(i.e., tendency to manipulate and exploit others to maximise self-interests; Christie & Geis, 
1970) and abusive supervision as mediated by authoritarian leadership (i.e., evaluation of 
worthiness as an organisational member; Gardner & Pierce, 1998). Furthermore, they also 
found that organisation-based self-esteem moderated the relationship between authoritarian
162
leadership and abusive supervision. This study provided evidence that both perpetrator 
and victim characteristics are salient factors that influence abusive supervision. However, 
little is still known about the role of prior social learning experiences in predicting abusive 
supervision. This is important since personality characteristics that predispose individuals 
towards aggression originate from prior social learning experiences (Anderson &
Bushman, 2002). Furthermore, not all workplace stressors are external to the self. Some 
may come in the form of internally-generated threats such as memories of upsetting events 
that can influence current behaviour through increasing negative affect and cognition 
(Kross & Ayduk, 2008; Kross, Davidson, Weber, & Ochsner, 2009). Thus, the present 
research builds a case that supervisors abuse their subordinates not only as a response to 
mistreatment. It may also be that supervisors learned to be aggressive through 
socialisation processes.
The dissertation aimed to contribute to the abusive supervision literature by 
examining the role of supervisors' history of family aggression in predicting subordinates' 
perceptions of abusive supervision in a series of five programmatic studies. It had three 
overarching objectives. First, this research examined the relationship between history of 
family aggression and the two psychological states, namely: hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect. Second, it investigated the mediating role of these psychological states in the 
relationship between supervisors' history of family aggression and subordinates’ 
perceptions of abusive supervision. Finally, this research examined the moderating role of 
angry rumination in the proposed mediated relationship between supervisors' history of 
family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision.
In this chapter, I summarise the major findings and theoretical contributions of this 
dissertation. The results of the five studies are reviewed, integrated, and discussed in
163
relation to the objectives stated. First, the results of the main effect of supervisors' history 
of family aggression on hostile cognitions and hostile affect are presented followed by a 
discussion of the mediating effects of these psychological states. The moderating role of 
angry rumination in the mediated relationship between supervisors' history7 of family 
aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision is likewise reviewed. The 
theoretical and practical implications of the findings are then offered and the content and 
methodological limitations as well as directions for future research are presented. Finally, 
overall concluding remarks are provided.
Main Effects of Supervisors’ History of Family Aggression on Hostile Cognition and 
Hostile Affect
The first objective of the research program was to examine the positive relationship 
between supervisors' history of family aggression and the two psychological states, 
namely hostile cognitions and hostile affect. As shown in Table 17, all five studies 
provided strong evidence that supervisors’ history of family aggression increases hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect. Study 1 provided initial support for these hypothesised 
relationships using a sample of student-parent dyads. Establishing a significant positive 
relationship between history of family aggression and hostile cognitions and hostile affect 
in the beginning of the research program is important because it is one of the key 
prerequisites for mediation effects to occur (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Thus, Study 1 
provided preliminary evidence for the main effect hypothesis and served as a foundation 
for testing the mediated and moderated mediation models in the subsequent studies.
The main effect hypotheses were also constructively replicated and empirically 
extended in Studies 2 to 5. In Study 2, the main effect hypothesis was supported using 
supervisor-subordinate dyads in an organisational context. These results were also
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replicated in Studies 3 and 4 using supervisor-subordinate dyads and in Study 5 using 
parent ratings of history of family aggression with each sample taken from different 
organisations. Furthermore, the hypothesised main effect was supported even after 
controlling for subordinates' neuroticism (Studies 3. 4. and 5) and supervisors7 
demographic characteristics (Studies 4 and 5) as well as previously-established antecedents 
of abusive supervision such as procedural justice, interactional justice, and psychological 
contract violation (Studies 4 and 5).
It is also important to note that the hypothesised positive relationship between 
history of family aggression and hostile cognitions were significant for both explicit and 
implicit measures of social cognitions. It can be recalled that in Studies 1 and 2, hostile 
cognitions was measured using Huesmann and Guerra's (1997) Normative Beliefs About 
Aggression Scale (NOBAGS) while in Studies 3,4, and 5 it was assessed using Anderson 
and colleagues' (2003; 2004) Word Completion Task (WCT). Although these two 
measures both assess the accessibility of hostile cognitions, it taps into two different 
aspects of social cognitions (i.e., explicit and implicit). Explicit social cognitions, which 
are usually measured via self-reports, represent individuals' conscious cognitions such as 
self-ascribed values, motives, attitudes, beliefs, and behavioural dispositions (Greenwald & 
Banaji, 1995; McClelland et al., 1989). Implicit social cognitions on the other hand, reflect 
the more unconscious aspect of cognitions (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; McClelland et al., 
1989) which become automatic or implicit as a function of developmental or learning 
experiences that had been lost in memory (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; James & McIntyre, 
2000; Westen, 1991).
Theoretically, the results provided preliminary evidence that previous learning 
experiences in the family environment influence cognitions both at the explicit and implicit
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level. That is, history of family aggression predisposes individuals to think in an 
aggressive manner not only through conscious beliefs about its acceptability but also via 
increasing aggressive concepts in memory. This view is in line with the proposition that 
hostile cognitions can include both beliefs about the acceptability of aggression 
(Huesmann & Guerra, 1997) as well as aggressive concepts in a semantic network 
(Berkowitz, 1990, 1993). Methodologically, finding support for both explicit and implicit 
social cognitions strengthened the validity of the findings in that the positive relationship 
between history of family aggression and hostile cognitions is not artifactual in nature 
(e.g., common method variance; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
The consistent evidence for the positive relationship between history of family 
aggression and hostile affect is also in line with GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002) and 
semantic network theories (Berkowitz, 1990, 1993). The results showed that observing 
interparental aggression leads to the encoding not only of aggressive concepts in memory 
but also the associated emotions during the event. That is, the emotions experienced 
during the aversive event are stored in memory and thus activated when similar cues are 
encountered.
The results are also in line with the Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973; 1977) 
in that the acceptability and utility of aggressive behaviour may be learned not only 
through direct experience but also through observational learning. In all five studies, 
history of family aggression was operationalised as observed interparental aggression. 
More importantly, the results also support the General Aggression Model's (GAM) 
episodic and personality process frameworks (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). According to 
the GAM, previous exposure to aggressive environments such as poor parenting or media 
violence can result in the development of aggressive knowledge structures represented by
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aggressive memories, attitudes, beliefs, and desensitisation towards aggression. This then 
influences the activation and accessibility of aggressive thoughts and feelings. The results 
from all five studies support this proposition. Indeed, both hostile cognitions and hostile 
affect are amplified once the supervisor observed high levels of family aggression during 
childhood.
The Mediating Role of Hostile Cognitions and Hostile Affect
The second objective of the research programme was to investigate the mediating 
role of hostile cognitions and hostile affect in the relationship between history of family 
aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision. Support for the 
mediation hypotheses were consistently found for Studies 2, 3, 4, and 5 as depicted in 
Table 17. Study 2 provided preliminary evidence for the mediating roles of hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect using a sample consisting of supervisor-subordinate dyads. 
Results from Study 2 were constructively replicated in Studies 3, 4, and 5 by using 
different organisational samples, data sources (e.g., supervisor-subordinate dyads and 
parent-supervisor-subordinate triads), and construct operationalisations (e.g., implicit 
hostile cognitions). For example, in Studies 3, 4, and 5, the mediation hypotheses were 
once again supported using an implicit measure of hostile cognitions (i.e., WCT; Anderson 
et al., 2003, 2004). Alternative explanations were also ruled out as subordinates’ 
neuroticism (Studies 3, 4, and 5), supervisor demographic characteristics (Studies 4 and 5), 
and previously-established antecedents of abusive supervision (Studies 4 and 5) were 
controlled for in the analyses.
Overall, the results suggested that a supervisor's history of family aggression 
influences present behaviour in the form of abusive supervision through active and 
accessible hostile cognitions and affect. This is consistent with GAM theory (Anderson &
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Bushman, 2002) in that these two psychological states are proposed to mediate the link 
between contextual and personality factors and aggressive behaviour. That is, once hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect are activated and accessible, these states would influence the 
kind of appraisal formed during a social encounter. Thoughts and feelings that are hostile 
in nature predispose individuals to appraise situations in accordance to the active thought 
and emotion as a form of validation. For example, the feeling of anger has been shown to 
be a powerful cue to engage in aggression as it is used to guide individual's decisions and 
inferences (Forgas, 1992; Schwarz & Clore, 1996). Hostile cognitions and hostile affect 
are both predicted to lead to abusive supervision especially during ambiguous social 
interactions. Supervisors and subordinates interact in the workplace on a daily basis. 
However, not all of these interactions may be clearly professional or hostile. It is during 
these occasions in which the psychological states largely influence what kmd of 
interpretations supervisors make regarding their subordinates' actions. Indeed, research 
suggests that individuals are more likely to form hostile attributions in ambiguous 
situations as opposed to clear and definite encounters (Homant & Kennedy, 2003).
Another important finding derived in Studies 3, 4, and 5 is that the mediated 
hypotheses remained significant even after controlling for previously-established 
antecedents of abusive supervision. This suggests that a supervisors' history of family 
aggression offers a unique amount of variance in predicting subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision. Thus, abusive supervision occurs not only because of organisational 
mistreatment, supervisors also bring with them learned ways of responding to social 
interactions in the workplace such as engaging in abusive supervision. Consistent with the 
Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973), supervisors exposed to a history of family 
aggression may believe that aggression is an acceptable means of settling interpersonal
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conflicts. Indeed, learned social behaviour may not necessarily be context specific 
(Bandura, 1973). That is, even if supervisors learned to be aggressive within the family 
environment, aggressive tendencies can be manifested in different contexts (e.g., 
workplace) and various sets of relationships (e.g., supervisor-subordinates; Bandura,
1977).
Apart from ruling out alternative explanations for the relationship between history 
of family aggression and abusive supervision, alternative theoretical models were also 
tested that were also based on GAM theory (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). That is, history 
of family aggression may either traverse primarily the cognitive or affective route to 
abusive supervision as supported by attribution theory (Weiner, 1986) and the cognitive 
neo-associationistic model (Berkowitz, 1990). Results in Studies 2 and 3 support a dual­
activation framework wherein both hostile cognitions and hostile affect are activated and 
accessible and that both psychological states influence abusive supervisory behaviours.
This provides preliminary evidence that modelled aggressive behaviour in the past is 
manifested as aggressive behaviour in the future because of both cognitive and affective 
components. Collectively, the significant relationship between history of family 
aggression and abusive supervision is in accordance with previous research that 
investigated the role of individual differences and contextual factors outside of 
organisations in predicting workplace aggression (Dietz et al., 2003; Douglas & Martinko, 
2001; Garcia et al., 2011).
The Moderating Role of Angry Rumination
As discussed in the introduction, it is also proposed that angry rumination will 
moderate the mediated relationship between history of family aggression and subordinates’ 
perceptions of abusive supervision. Specifically, it is expected that the mediated
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relationship will be stronger for those supervisors high on angry rumination as opposed to 
those with low angry rumination for both hostile cognitions and hostile affect. The 
moderated mediation hypotheses were partially supported as shown in Table 17. That is, 
for Studies 4 and 5, angry rumination only strengthened the mediated relationship between 
history of family aggression and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision for 
hostile affect but not for hostile cognitions. As discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, this non­
significant moderating effect can be explained based on theoretical and methodological 
grounds. Theoretically, angry rumination can be classified according to whether it is 
pro vocation-focused (i.e., ruminating about the provoking incident and acts of retaliation) 
or self-focused rumination (i.e., ruminating about one's own negative emotions increasing 
self-critical evaluations) (Denson et al., 2006; Pedersen et al., 2005). Provocation-focused 
rumination has been found to relate more towards aggressive action cognitions (i.e., hostile 
cognitions that are behavioural in nature such as concepts included in the word completion 
task) as opposed to hostile affect that is self-critical in nature (Pedersen, et al., 2011). In 
relation to the present research, it should be noted that history of family aggression was 
operationalised as observed interparental aggression. As such, supervisors were not the 
direct targets of the aggressive acts. Thus, it is possible that when supervisors ruminate 
about their aggression-related experiences in their respective families, they engaged more 
in self-critical aversive thoughts (e.g., I feel angry and worthless) as opposed to retaliatory 
thoughts or revenge cognitions (e.g., I want to get back at my father for hitting my 
mother). Moreover, the person perpetrating the aggressive act is either the supervisors' 
father or mother whom the supervisor holds in high regard during their childhood. 
Methodologically, the non-significant moderating effect of angry rumination on hostile 
cognitions can also be attributed to how the constructs were measured. History of family
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aggression and angry rumination were assessed using self-report scales which are explicit 
in nature. In contrast, hostile cognitions was measured using the word completion task 
which taps into implicit social cognitions.
Nevertheless, the significant moderating effect of angry rumination via hostile 
affect is consistent with the GAM (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Specifically, rumination 
can be conceptualised as an input variable that influences one or more of the psychological 
states (i.e., hostile cognitions or hostile affect). Results of the present research suggest that 
angry rumination increases hostile affect which then leads to the greater likelihood for 
abusive supervision to occur. This effect can be further explained by the cognitive 
neoassociationistic model (Berkowitz, 1990). When supervisors ruminate about their 
previous experiences such as family aggression, they also relive the accompanying 
emotion felt associated with the remembered event. Rumination then leads to the frequent 
activation of hostile emotions such as anger which also activates associated emotions and 
memories in a semantic network. Furthermore, hostile affect caused by rumination may be 
paired with new encoded information from the environment or new associations in the 
semantic network. Thus, cues from the present environment (e.g., the workplace) may 
readily activate hostile affect if the supervisor encoded such memories or concepts while in 
a negative affective state. Indeed, the results are consistent with previous research on the 
influence of rumination on hostile affect (Pedersen et al., 2005; Rusting & Nolen- 
Hoeksema, 1998).
Although the present research provided evidence that history of family aggression 
influences current behaviour through learned beliefs and accessible aggressive concepts, 
the significant moderated mediation results further strengthened this assertion. That is, 
even without ruminating about past experiences, history of family aggression still
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intensified hostile cognitions and hostile affect. However, reliving one's history of family 
aggression further increases hostile affect, which leads to a greater likelihood to abuse 
subordinates. Thus, history of family aggression influences current behaviour in the form 
of abusive supervision both through unconscious (i.e., in the absence of rumination) and 
conscious (i.e., presence of rumination) thought processes. Angry rumination serves as an 
additional link between previous experiences and current psychological states and 
behaviour.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
This research programme contributes to the theoretical literature in a number of 
important ways. First, most of extant work on the antecedents of abusive supervision 
focused on organisational mistreatment as predictors using displaced aggression as a 
theoretical framework. This research programme addressed this gap by offering an 
additional and complimentary perspective on the antecedents of abusive supervision 
through the integration of the Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1973) and the GAM 
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002). On the basis of these two theories, this research provided 
evidence that abusive supervision can be conceptualised not only as a form of retaliation 
from workplace injustice but also as learned aggressive behaviour. Furthermore, evidence 
from this research supports the view that supervisors may bring with them a predisposition 
to engage in abusive behaviour towards their subordinates. This predisposition is 
influenced by the extent to which their psychological states are hostile in nature and how 
frequently they engage in angry rumination. Framing abusive supervision as a form of 
learned aggressive behaviour also accounts for its sustained nature. That is, supervisors 
repeatedly abuse their subordinates because they believe in its acceptability and utility. In 
sum, I conceive of Social Learning and GAM theories not as competing perspectives to
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replace displaced aggression theory but rather as complementary theories that adds depths 
to our understanding in explaining why supervisors engage in abusive supervision. Indeed, 
Hershcovis and colleagues (2007) encouraged researchers to examine the role of both 
individual and situational predictors of workplace aggression as these may differentially 
predict specific targets of the behaviour (i.e., supervisor directed or co-worker directed 
aggression).
Second, this research programme also extends the family abuse and workplace 
aggression literatures in general by implicating history of family aggression as a predictor 
of abusive supervision. Most research on history of family aggression focused on how it is 
transmitted from one generation to the next in familial and interpersonal relationships (e.g., 
dating relationships and married couples) despite evidence of the generalisability of Social 
Learning Theory7 (Mihalic & Elliot, 1997; O'Keefe, 1998; Straus, 1990; Widom. 1989). 
Moreover, less research in this area has been done in uncovering the mediating 
mechanisms that explain why and how the transmission process occurs (Kalmus, 1984). 
Indeed, this is salient since research has found that not all individuals exposed to 
aggressive environments will become aggressive in the future (Inness et al., 2005; Smith & 
Williams, 1992). Thus, the research program addressed this gap by providing evidence 
that aggression observed in the past is transmitted via the activation and accessibility of 
hostile cognitions and affect. Similar contributions were made in the workplace aggression 
literature. This research programme was the first to look at how modeling through 
observed interparental aggression translates into a specific form of workplace aggression 
(i.e., abusive supervision). In addition, it was the first study to implicate the mediating role 
of hostile cognitions and hostile affect. Indeed, existing work on history of family
174
aggression and workplace aggression only examined direct effect relationships (Douglas & 
Martinko, 2001; Inness et al., 2005).
Finally, this research programme provided evidence that abusive supervision is also 
influenced by implicit as much as explicit social cognitions. Results revealed that hostile 
cognitions mediated the relationship between history of family aggression and 
subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision both at the conscious and automatic level 
of cognitions. To this end, it can be argued that while supervisors who abuse then- 
subordinates may be aware of such behaviour (i.e., according to Tepper, 2000, abusive 
supervision is voluntary behaviour), it does not necessarily mean that they are aware of 
their aggressive tendencies. Indeed, research suggests that explicit and implicit 
aggressiveness may interact to predict specific forms of aggressive behaviour (Frost et al., 
2007).
The findings of this research programme also have practical implications for 
managers and those working in organisational settings. First, results from the studies may 
help in the development of policies and programs that minimise aggressive behaviour in 
the workplace. Given that the study frames abusive supervision as a socially-learned 
behaviour, it directs the attention of organisations to the importance of role models.
Policies that reward pro-social and punish aggressive behaviours may increase the 
appraised '"cost" of engaging in abusive supervision, which may consequently decrease 
aggressive responding. Similarly, an environment characterised by positive organisational 
norms results in having fewer opportunities for ambiguous interactions, which may prevent 
hostile interpretations. If organisations and their constituents present themselves in a 
positive manner, it will be difficult for abusive supervisors to justify engaging in 
aggression. Furthermore, organisations are advised to clearly articulate and define
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inappropriate behaviour in the workplace. Aside from developing norms of appropriate 
behaviour, it also communicates that certain forms of aggression are not part-of-the-job 
(Neuman & Baron, 1998). This is especially important in the case of abusive supervision 
which can easily be perceived as “acceptable” due to the power imbalance between 
supervisors and subordinates. Given that immediate supervisors are involved, alternative 
channels by which subordinates can report abusive behaviours are also recommended.
Second, the research programme's findings may be used to develop more focused 
intervention strategies to help aggressive individuals deal with their interactions in the 
workplace. For example, Salomon (1998) described an organisation that, in an effort to 
counter the impact of domestic violence on workplace aggression, developed a series of 
training modules that taught employees how to deal with perpetrators and victims of 
domestic violence. Similarly, counseling interventions through cognitive behaviour 
therapy (CBT; Ellis, 1969) may prove useful by exposing abusive supervisors to their 
irrational beliefs and helping them dispute their aggressive thoughts. Through leadership 
training programs, supervisors can be trained on non-aggressive means of dealing with 
their subordinates with a particular focus on improving social skills through correcting 
automatic appraisals of events influenced by highly activated hostile cognitions and affect. 
Finally, the study was able to demonstrate that workplace aggression may be prevented 
through stringent employee selection strategies. As Bergman, McIntyre, and James (2004) 
explained:
One way for organizations to address the problem of workplace aggression is to 
reduce the number of aggression-prone individuals that it brings into the 
organization. That is, organizations can try to identify and screen out aggression- 
prone individuals in the hiring process. The logic behind this strategy is that
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reducing the number of aggression-prone individuals will lower the probability of 
aggressive behaviour (p. 82).
Methodological Limitations and Strengths of the Present Research Programme
Although the results of this research programme supported most of the 
hypothesised relationships, there are a number of limitations that need to be acknowledged 
and considered. First, arousal was not included in the proposed theoretical model due to 
practical considerations. The GAM treats arousal as an internal state similar to hostile 
cognitions and hostile affect. Arousal is also operationalised as both a psychological (e.g., 
perceptions of excitement or relaxation) and physiological (e.g., based on heart rate or 
blood pressure) state that can influence aggressive behavior (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). 
The research programme focused on the role of cognitions and affect because these 
variables can easily be measured within an organisational context compared to arousal, 
which necessitates precise and controlled responses. Similarly, the research programme 
was unable to account for the appraisal process in the proposed model as the measurement 
of the psychological states may interfere with the measurement of appraisals given that all 
variables were measured at the same time (Lindsay & Anderson, 2000). For example, 
Berman and Kenny (1986) pointed out that respondents may hold assumptions as to how 
rated items co-occur. This may result in a systematic distortion of how variables are 
correlated.
Second, the research program was mainly cross-sectional in nature despite 
introducing a three-month time lag in Study 5. This was done mainly to address issues 
associated with common method variance and not to introduce a longitudinal research 
design (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Given this, inferences regarding cause-and-effect 
relationships cannot be ascertained. Although theoretically plausible alternative models
177
were tested (e.g., dual-activation vs. spreading activation process), the present research was 
unable to capture the effect of time, which is important because past experiences were 
linked to present psychological states and behaviours. In their recent theoretical work, 
Douglas and colleagues (2008) outlined alternative processes by which work environment 
and personality lead to workplace aggression. They offered three alternative processes, 
which represent affect/emotions, attributions, and attitude. These processing routes vary in 
terms of the level of deliberate or mindful processing (i.e., automatic or conscious 
processing of stimuli) which alludes to the salience of time. This emphasises the need to 
employ longitudinal research designs to assess the temporal ordering of constructs in the 
theoretical model presented here.
The third source of methodological concern is with respect to the measures used to 
assess history of family aggression and hostile affect. With regard to history of family 
aggression, several procedures were used to minimise problems associated with its 
retrospective nature. For example, a one-year referent period was used to aid participants 
in recalling history of family aggression and the items were composed of concrete and 
specific aggressive tactics to reduce misinterpretations of what constitutes aggressive 
behaviour. Furthermore, in both Studies 1 and 5, parent ratings of history of family 
aggression were used to cross-validate significant results obtained in Studies 2, 3, and 4 in 
which history of family aggression was measured using self-reports. Despite these steps, 
social desirability and memory recall problems cannot be entirely ruled out. Thus, it would 
be beneficial to obtain a more objective measure of family aggression such as archival 
records of family abuse. Another measurement issue arises with how hostile affect was 
assessed across all five studies. Hostile affect was measured using self-reports of the 
extent to which the respondents experienced specific emotions such as “angry'" and
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“aggravated" (Anderson et al., 1995). Although this reflects a psychological state, hostile 
affect is also self-ascribed and captures conscious discrete emotions which may not 
necessarily tap the automatic nature of hostile affect. Thus, it would have been ideal to 
measure hostile affect using an implicit measure similar to the word completion task used 
for hostile cognitions.
Despite these methodological constraints, there are a number of strengths in this 
dissertation that are worth highlighting. First, this research programme presented 
consistent evidence to support the proposed relationships through constructive replication 
and empirical extension. Specifically, each of the five studies builds on the previous one 
by using a different sample in various organisational contexts as well as including 
theoretically relevant control variables. Thus, although the research program was 
primarily cross-sectional in nature, the fact that most of the research hypotheses were 
supported across five studies strengthens the robustness and validity of the findings.
Second, the collection of multi-source data on some of the focal constructs in the 
theoretical model (i.e., supervisor-subordinate dyads and parent-supervisor-subordinate 
triads) was another noteworthy methodological strength, given the sensitive nature of most 
of the study variables. The utilisation of multiple data sources (e.g., parent ratings of 
history of family aggression and subordinate perceptions of abusive supervision) is likely 
to provide more reliable ratings as it minimises same-source bias (Podsakoff & Organ, 
1986) and provides a means to cross-validate results obtained from self-reports. Lastly, the 
research programme addressed the reliance on self-reported data in abusive supervision 
research by introducing implicit measures of social cognition in the form of the word 
completion task (Anderson et al., 2003, 2004). Aside from attenuating common method 
variance, it also tapped into unconscious cognitive processes that are hidden from
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introspection and thus cannot be measured using self-report measures (Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995; James & McIntyre, 2000).
Directions for Future Research
The present research program offered preliminary evidence on the relationship 
between history of family aggression and abusive supervision. As such, there are a 
number of avenues for future research. The first one concerns how history of family 
aggression was operationalised in the present research. According to Social Learning 
Theory (Bandura, 1973), individuals learn aggressive behaviour through two main social 
learning mechanisms—direct experience and observational learning. Indeed, studies 
concerning the intergenerational transmission of violence found that both received and 
observed aggression during childhood positively relates to adult aggressive behaviour 
(Briere, 1987; Chermack & Walton, 1999; Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986). Thus, it would 
be interesting to also examine the role of received family aggression (i.e., the child being 
the target of aggressive behaviour in the family) and how it interacts or contrasts with 
observed interparental aggression. Based on Social Learning, both forms of family 
aggression may result in abusive supervision but it is unclear whether the magnitude of the 
relationship will be similar.
Recent attempts were made to increase the nomological net of abusive supervision 
research particularly with regard to its antecedents. Recently, Tepper and colleagues 
(2011) investigated the role of perceived supervisor-subordinate dissimilarity in predicting 
abusive supervision using moral exclusion (Opotow, 1995) as a theoretical framework. 
According to their findings, supervisors will more likely abuse their subordinates if they 
perceive them to be dissimilar in terms of values and beliefs. Those dissimilar to them are 
believed to be outside their scope of justice which meant they are less deserving of fair
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treatment (Opotow, 1995). Thus, this signals a move towards utilising other domain 
specific theories grounded in related disciplines such as philosophy and social psychology 
in explaining the causes of abusive supervision. In relation to this, a growing number of 
studies are using attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973) to explain leader-member dynamics in 
organisations (Davidovitz, Mikulincer, Shaver, Izsak, & Popper, 2007; Richards &
Hackett, in press). Attachment theory states that people are bom with an innate tendency 
to seek proximity and safety from others particularly attachment figures (Bowlby, 1973). 
During the formative years, children consider their parents as the primary attachment 
figure. Poor parenting results in either anxious attachment style (i.e., negative view of 
self) or avoidant attachment style (i.e., negative view of others) (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2005; Richards & Hackett, in press). Research suggests that attachment theory may 
explain leader-member behaviours because leaders and attachment figures have common 
characteristics (Davidovitz et al., 2007). For example, Game (2008) suggested that parent- 
child and supervisor-subordinate relationships mirror each other because (1) supervisors 
are viewed by subordinates as authority figures capable of influencing their behaviours and 
decisions similar to how children view their parents; (2) like parents do with children, 
supervisors control the sanctions and rewards offered to subordinates; and (3) supervisors 
are a key source of work-related support for subordinates, as parents are a source of 
support for children. Thus, it is possible that supervisor and subordinate attachment style 
may interact to predict the outcome of abusive supervision. For example, it would be 
interesting to explore which attachment style is more strongly related to abusive 
supervision. Furthermore, it can also be hypothesised that subordinates' would react 
differently towards abusive supervision depending on their attachment style. According to 
attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973), individuals with an anxious attachment style use
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hyperactivating strategies such as attention seeking behaviours to fulfil their attachment 
needs. In contrast, individuals with an avoidant attachment style use withdrawal as a 
means to cope with unmet attachment needs. Thus, when abusive supervision occurs, it is 
expected that those individuals with an anxiety attachment style will engage in more 
attention-seeking behaviours (e.g., ingratiation) as compared to those with an avoidant 
attachment style.
Another promising avenue for future research lies with exploring other 
dispositional characteristics that might be relevant in the context of abusive supervision.
For example, one specific person factor that has been found to influence aggressive 
behavior is narcissism (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). It is characterized by inflated, 
grandiose, or unjustified favourable views of self (McFarlin & Sweeney, 2000). Because 
of this, individuals high in narcissism are sensitive to even slight insults or criticisms 
viewing these as threats to the self (Kernberg, 1975). In order to maintain and protect 
their inflated self-image, narcissists engage in hostile behaviours such as retaliation and 
derogation of others (McFarlin & Sweeney, 2000; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). In the 
workplace, threats to a supervisor's self-image may come in the form of their subordinates' 
poor performance which may be seen as a reflection of their own efficiency as leader.
Thus, it is plausible that those supervisors with high levels of narcissism may engage in 
greater abusive supervision compared to those with low levels of narcissism.
The construct of abusive supervision has been shown to be generalisable across 
cultures (e.g., China: Aryee et al., 2007, Liu, Kwan, Wu, & Wu, 2010; Israel: Yagil, 2006, 
Yagil, Ben-Zur, & Tamir, 2011; the Philippines: Restubog et al., 2011). Thus, there is no 
doubt that abusive supervision results in detrimental outcomes for employees and 
organisations regardless of national context. However, cultural differences may still exert
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its influence on abusive supervision by varying the degree to which it is negatively 
perceived. One cultural dimension that is particularly salient and relevant to abusive 
supervision is power distance beliefs (i.e., the extent to which unequal distribution of 
power is accepted; Hofstede, 1980). Indeed, Tepper (2007) pointed out that countries with 
high power distance orientations may experience greater abusive supervision since unequal 
power distributions are perceived to be legitimate. Furthermore, power distance 
orientations may also influence organisational norms on the acceptability of aggressive 
behaviour such as abusive supervision. Given this, future research may benefit from 
exploring this cultural dimension in relation to both the perpetration of and reactions 
towards abusive supervision.
Overall Conclusions
The results of this research programme build on the abusive supervision literature 
in three important ways. First, this research expanded the known antecedents of abusive 
supervision and offered a novel theoretical perspective that accounts for supervisor-level 
factors outside of organisations that influence its occurrence. Second, it examined the 
process by which history of family aggression predicts subordinates' perceptions of 
abusive supervision by implicating hostile cognitions and hostile affect as mediating 
mechanisms. Furthermore, it explored the moderating role of angry rumination in the 
proposed mediated relationship. Third, it addressed methodological issues associated with 
extant abusive supervision research through the use of multi-source data, constructive 
replication, and implicit measures of social cognition. In the attainment of these major 
aims, the results of this research programme made significant theoretical and practical 
contributions in answering the question. "Why do supervisors abuse their subordinates?”
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Let me end by imparting a poem by Margaret Jang which eloquently conveys the essence 
of this dissertation:
To know your future, you must know your past, 
each stepping stone that has been cast.
Remember the good, as well as the bad, 
and feel the emotions of happy and sad...
And once you have reached a higher ground, 
just stop to rest and survey around.
You will know your future, as clear as glass, 
once you forgive and heal from your past.
( 1-4 , 21-24)
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Appendix A.l: Parent Information Sheet and Consent Form (Study 1)
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
Students’ Family Environment, Personality, and the University Experience (Parent -  Study 1)
The purpose of the study
My name is Patrick Raymund James M. Garcia and 1 am currently pursuing a Doctor of Philosophy in 
Business at the Australian National University, Australia. I am under the supervision of Dr. Simon Lloyd 
Restubog. You are invited to participate in a study of how previous family environment and personality are 
related to your son’s/daughter’s university experience. We hope to develop a better understanding of your 
son's/daughter's experiences in the university context for the purpose of helping students manage 
educational-related problems and concerns in order to make university life productive, enjoyable, and less 
stressful. You are selected as a possible participant in this study because you are the parent/guardian of the 
student who gave you this form.
What is involved?
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to answer a survey questionnaire which consists of 
demographic questions and several rating scales. This survey will be used to understand your 
son’s/daughter’s family environment, thoughts, feelings, and level of adjustment as a student. It will take 3-5 
minutes to complete. After you have finished, please detach the first page of the Parent Rating Questionnaire 
(Page 1) and place pages 2 and 3 in the paid postage envelope provided together with the signed consent 
form, seal it and sign across the flap.
Confidentiality and disclosure of information
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission, except as required by law. If you give us your 
permission by signing this document, we plan to publish the results in academic journals and present it in 
academic conferences. Please note that all information you provide is strictly confidential. In any 
publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot be identified.
Complaints may be directed to the Ethics Secretariat, Human Research Ethics Committee, Research 
Office, Chancelry 10B, The Australian National University, ACT 0200, Australia (02-6125-7945 or 
human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au). Any complaint you make will be investigated promptly and you will be 
informed of the outcome.
Feedback
If you are interested, a summary of research findings will be made available to you by contacting the 
researchers using the contact details at the bottom of this letter.
Your consent
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with the Australian 
National University. Moreover, your participation will not, in any way affect your son’s/daughter’s
performance or assessment in school. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and 
to discontinue participation at any time without prejudice.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask us. If you have any additional questions later, I 
(patrick.garcia@anu.edu.au) or Dr. Simon Restubog (simon.restubog@anu.edu.au) will be happy to answer 
them.
You will be given a copy of this form to keep.
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THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
(continued)
Students’ Family Environment, Personality, and the University Experience (Parent -  Study 1)
I ,___________________________ , consent to taking part in the study above. I understand that my
participation is completely voluntary, and that I may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
The
objectives and procedures of the project have been explained to me and I understand them. I understand 
that it is sometimes essential for the validity of research results not to reveal the true purpose of the research 
to participants. If this occurs, I understand that 1 will be debriefed as soon as is practicable after my 
participation and, at that time, given the opportunity to withdraw from the research and have records of my 
participation erased. I have been advised that the results of the project may be published but that my 
personal details will remain confidential. I voluntarily consent to participate, but I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime.
Name of Participant:_____________________ Signature:______________________Date:_________
(to be printed)
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Appendix A.2: Student Information Sheet and Consent Form (Study 1) 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
Students’ Family Environment, Personality, and the University Experience (Student -  Study 1)
The purpose of the study
My name is Patrick Raymund James M. Garcia and I am currently pursuing a Doctor of Philosophy in 
Business at the Australian National University, Australia. I am under the supervision of Dr. Simon Lloyd 
Restubog. You are invited to participate in a study of how previous family environment and personality are 
related to your current experiences as a student. We hope to develop a better understanding of your 
experiences in the university context for the purpose of helping students manage educational-related 
problems and concerns in order to make university life productive, enjoyable, and less stressful. You are 
selected as a possible participant in this study because you are currently enrolled as an undergraduate student.
What is involved?
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires which consists of 
demographic questions, a word completion task, an inductive reasoning test, and several rating scales. This 
survey will be used to understand your family environment, thoughts, feelings, and level of adjustment as a 
student. It will take 20-30 minutes to complete. After you have finished, you will also be requested to pass 
on a rating scale to one of your parents/guardian for completion. The purpose of the parent’s rating scale is to 
examine another viewpoint of your experiences as you were growing up within your family. This survey will 
take 3-5 minutes to complete and will be collected the following week, sealed using the envelope provided.
Confidentiality and disclosure of information
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission, except as required by law. If you give us your 
permission by signing this document, we plan to publish the results in academic journals and present it in 
academic conferences. Please note that all information you provide is strictly confidential. In any 
publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot be identified.
Complaints may be directed to the Ethics Secretariat, Human Research Ethics Committee, Research 
Office, Chancelry 10B, The Australian National University, ACT 0200, Australia (02-6125-7945 or 
human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au). Any complaint you make will be investigated promptly and you will be 
informed of the outcome.
Feedback
If you are interested, a summary of research findings will be made available to you by contacting the 
researchers using the contact details at the bottom of this letter.
Your consent
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with the Australian 
National University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue 
participation at any time without prejudice.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask us. If you have any additional questions later, I 
(patrick.garcia@anu.edu.au) or Dr. Simon Restubog (simon.restubog@anu.edu.au) will be happy to answer 
them.
You will be given a copy of this form to keep.
214
THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
(continued)
Students’ Family Environment, Personality, and the University Experience (Student -  Study 1)
I ,___________________________ , consent to taking part in the study above. I understand that my
participation is completely voluntary, and that I may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
The
objectives and procedures of the project have been explained to me and I understand them. I understand 
that it is sometimes essential for the validity of research results not to reveal the true purpose of the research 
to participants. If this occurs, I understand that I will be debriefed as soon as is practicable after my 
participation and, at that time, given the opportunity to withdraw from the research and have records of my 
participation erased. I have been advised that the results of the project may be published but that my 
personal details will remain confidential. 1 voluntarily consent to participate, but I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime.
Name of Participant:_____________________ Signature:______________________ Date:_________
(to be printed)
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Appendix A.3: Supervisor Information Sheet and Consent Form 
(Studies 2, 3, 4, and 5)
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
Supervisor-subordinate Relationship Quality (Supervisor)
The purpose of the study
My name is Patrick Raymund James M. Garcia and I am currently pursuing a Doctor of Philosophy in 
Business at the Australian National University, Australia. 1 am under the supervision of Dr. Simon Lloyd 
Restubog. You are invited to participate in a study of how supervisor-subordinate relationships affect your 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours at work. We hope to develop a better understanding of your experiences 
in the workplace for the purpose of helping employees manage work-related problems and concerns in order 
to make work life productive, enjoyable, and less stressful. You are selected as a possible participant in this 
study because you were identified as a supervisor in the organisation.
What is involved?
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires which consists of 
demographic questions and several rating scales. This survey will be used to understand your experiences in 
the workplace, as well as while you were growing up. It will take 20-30 minutes to complete.
Confidentiality and disclosure of information
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission, except as required by law. If you give us your 
permission by signing this document, we plan to publish the results in academic journals and present it in 
academic conferences. Please note that all information you provide is strictly confidential. In any 
publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot be identified.
Complaints may be directed to the Ethics Secretariat, Human Research Ethics Committee, Research 
Office, Chancelry 10B, The Australian National University, ACT 0200, Australia (02-6125-7945 or 
human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au). Any complaint you make will be investigated promptly and you will be 
informed of the outcome.
Feedback
If you are interested, a summary of research findings will be made available to you by contacting the 
researchers using the contact details at the bottom of this letter.
Your consent
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with the Australian 
National University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue 
participation at any time without prejudice.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask us. If you have any additional questions later, I 
(patrick.garcia@anu.edu.au) or Dr. Simon Restubog (simon.restubog@anu.edu.au) will be happy to answer 
them.
You will be given a copy of this form to keep.
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
(continued)
Supervisor-subordinate Relationship Quality (Supervisor)
I ,___________________________ , consent to taking part in the study above. I understand that my
participation is completely voluntary, and that I may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
The
objectives and procedures of the project have been explained to me and 1 understand them. I understand 
that it is sometimes essential for the validity of research results not to reveal the true purpose of the research 
to participants. If this occurs, I understand that I will be debriefed as soon as is practicable after my 
participation and, at that time, given the opportunity to withdraw from the research and have records of my 
participation erased. I have been advised that the results of the project may be published but that my 
personal details will remain confidential. 1 voluntarily consent to participate, but I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime.
Name of Participant:_____________________ Signature:______________________ Date:_________
(to be printed)
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Appendix A.4: Subordinate Information Sheet and Consent Form 
(Studies 2, 3, 4, and 5)
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
Supervisor-employee Relationship Quality (Subordinate)
The purpose of the study
My name is Patrick Raymund James M. Garcia and 1 am currently pursuing a Doctor of Philosophy in 
Business at the Australian National University, Australia. I am under the supervision of Dr. Simon Lloyd 
Restubog. You are invited to participate in a study of how supervisor-subordinate relationships affect your 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours at work. We hope to develop a better understanding of your experiences 
in the workplace for the purpose of helping employees manage work-related problems and concerns in order 
to make work life productive, enjoyable, and less stressful. You are selected as a possible participant in this 
study because you were identified as an employee in the organisation.
What is involved?
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to answer a survey packet which consists of demographic 
questions, and several rating scales. This survey will be used to understand your experiences in the 
workplace. The survey will take 15-20 minutes to complete.
Confidentiality and disclosure of information
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission, except as required by law. If you give us your 
permission by signing this document, we plan to publish the results in academic journals and present it in 
academic conferences. Please note that all information you provide is strictly confidential. In any 
publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot be identified.
Complaints may be directed to the Ethics Secretariat, Human Research Ethics Committee, Research 
Office, Chancelry 10B, The Australian National University, ACT 0200, Australia (02-6125-7945 or 
human.ethics.officer@anu.edu.au). Any complaint you make will be investigated promptly and you will be 
informed of the outcome.
Feedback
If you are interested, a summary of research findings will be made available to you by contacting the 
researchers using the contact details at the bottom of this letter.
Your consent
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with the Australian 
National University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue 
participation at any time without prejudice.
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask us. If you have any additional questions later, I 
(patrick.garcia@anu.edu.au) or Dr. Simon Restubog (simon.restubog@anu.edu.au) will be happy to answer 
them.
You will be given a copy of this form to keep.
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM
(continued)
Supervisor-employee Relationship Quality (Subordinate)
I ,___________________________ , consent to taking part in the study above. I understand that my
participation is completely voluntary, and that I may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
The
objectives and procedures of the project have been explained to me and I understand them. I understand 
that it is sometimes essential for the validity of research results not to reveal the true purpose of the research 
to participants. If this occurs, I understand that I will be debriefed as soon as is practicable after my 
participation and, at that time, given the opportunity to withdraw from the research and have records of my 
participation erased. I have been advised that the results of the project may be published but that my 
personal details will remain confidential. I voluntarily consent to participate, but I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime.
Name of Participant:_____________________ Signature:______________________ Date:_________
(to be printed)
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Appendix B.l
Student demographic questions
01. What is your gender (please encircle)? 1 Male 2 Female
02. What is your age (as of your last birthday)?________________
03. What is your degree program?_______________________________
04. What is your ethnicity: (please encircle one)
a. Filipino b. Filipino-Chinese c. Filipino-Indian d. Chinese e. Indian 
f.Korean g. American h. Others (please specify):________________________
05 What is your CGPA (Cumulative Grade Point Average)? If unsure, just provide an 
estimate:________
06. What is your GPA as of the last trimester? If unsure, just provide an estimate:
07. How many trimesters have you been enrolled in your university (include this term)? 
term
Appendix B.2
Parent demographic questions
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01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (please encircle):
1 20 years and under 2 21-25 years 3 26-30 years
4 31-35 years 5 36-40 years 6 41-45 years
7 46-50 years 8 Over 50 years
03. How long have you been living with this person (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What is your relationship with this person? (please encircle)
1 Father 2 Mother 3 Legal guardian, please specify:
Appendix B.3
Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10
History of family aggression items 
I argued heatedly with my spouse but short of yelling.
I yelled at my spouse.
I insulted my spouse.
I sulked and/or refused to talk about it.
I stomped out of the room.
I threw something (but not towards my spouse) or smashed something. 
I threatened to hit or throw something towards my spouse.
I threw something at my spouse.
I pushed, grabbed, or shoved my spouse.
I hit (or tried to hit) my spouse but not with something.
Item 11 I hit (or tried to hit) my spouse with something hard.
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8
Appendix B.4 
Hostile cognitions items 
In general, it is wrong to hit other people.
If you're angry, it is okay to say mean things to other people.
It is usually okay to yell at others and say bad things.
It is usually okay to push or shove other people around if you’re mad.
It is wrong to insult other people.
It is wrong to take it out on others by saying mean things when you're mad. 
It is generally wrong to get into physical fights with others.
In general, it is okay to take your anger out on others by using physical 
force.
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Appendix B.5 
Hostile affect items
Item 1 I feel furious.
Item 2 I feel aggravated.
Item 3 I feel stormy.
Item 4 I feel discontented.
Item 5 I feel like banging on a table.
Item 6 I feel irritated.
Item  7 I feel outraged.
Item 8 I feel angry.
Item 9 I feel offended.
Item 10 I feel like I'm about to explode.
Item 11 I feel mad.
Item 12 I feel mean.
Item 13 I feel bitter.
Item 14 I feel burned up.
Item  15 I feel like yelling at somebody.
Item 16 I feel like swearing.
Item 17 I feel cruel.
Item  18 I feel disagreeable
Item 19 I feel enraged.
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Appendix C 
Materials for Study 2
Appendix C. 1 Supervisor demographic questions 
Appendix C.2 Subordinate demographic questions 
Appendix C.3 History of family aggression items 
Appendix C.4 Hostile cognitions items 
Appendix C.5 Hostile affect items 
Appendix C.6 Abusive supervision items
Appendix C.l
Supervisor demographic questions
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01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday):
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)? 
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What level of management do you belong? 
1 Lower 2 Middle 3 Upper
05. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development
12 others: ______________________________
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Appendix C.2
Subordinate demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday): ______
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. How long have you been working with this person?______years______ months
05. Please indicate your current employment status (please encircle):
1 permanent/regular 2 probationary 3 contractual 4 casual
06. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development 
12 others: ________________________
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10 
Item 11
Appendix C.3
History of family aggression
One of my parents argued heatedly with the other but short of yelling.
One of my parents yelled at the other.
One of my parents insulted the other.
One of my parents sulked and/or refused to talk about it.
One of my parents stomped out of the room.
One of my parents threw something (but not towards the other) or smashed 
something.
One of my parents threatened to hit or throw something towards the other. 
One of my parents threw something at the other.
One of my parents pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other but not with something.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other with something hard.
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8
Appendix C.4 
Hostile cognitions items 
In general, it is wrong to hit other people.
If you're angry, it is okay to say mean things to other people.
It is usually okay to yell at others and say bad things.
It is usually okay to push or shove other people around if you're mad.
It is wrong to insult other people.
It is wrong to take it out on others by saying mean things when you're mad. 
It is generally wrong to get into physical fights with others.
In general, it is okay to take your anger out on others by using physical 
force.
Appendix C.5
Hostile affect items
Item  1 I feel furious.
Item  2 I feel aggravated.
Item  3 I feel stormy.
Item  4 I feel discontented.
Item  5 I feel like banging on a table.
Item 6 I feel irritated.
Item  7 I feel outraged.
Item 8 I feel angry.
Item  9 I feel offended.
Item  10 I feel like I'm about to explode.
Item  11 I feel mad.
Item  12 I feel mean.
Item  13 I feel bitter.
Item  14 I feel burned up.
Item  15 I feel like yelling at somebody.
Item  16 I feel like swearing.
Item  17 I feel cruel.
Item  18 I feel disagreeable
Item  19 I feel enraged.
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6
Item 7
Item 8
Item 9
Item 10
Item II
Item 12
Item 13
Item 14
Item 15
Appendix C.6
Abusive supervision items
Ridicules me
Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 
Gives me the silent treatment 
Puts me down in front of others 
Invades my privacy
Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 
Doesn't give me credit for a job requiring a lot of effort 
Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment 
Breaks promises he/she makes
Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 
Makes negative comments about me to others 
Is rude to me
Does not allow me to interact with my co-workers 
Tells me I'm incompetent
Lies to me
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Appendix D 
Materials for Study 3
Appendix D.l Supervisor demographic questions 
Appendix D.2 Subordinate demographic questions 
Appendix D.3 History of family aggression items 
Appendix D.4 Word completion task 
Appendix D.5 Hostile affect items 
Appendix D. 6 Neurotic ism items 
Appendix D.7 Abusive supervision items
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Appendix D.l
Supervisor demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday):
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)? 
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What level of management do you belong? 
1 Lower 2 Middle 3 Upper
05. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3
5 human resources 
7 marketing 8
10 research and development 
12 others: ________________
legal
public relations
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Appendix D.2
Subordinate demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday): ______
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. How long have you been working with this person?______years______ months
05. Please indicate your current employment status (please encircle):
1 permanent/regular 2 probationary 3 contractual 4 casual
06. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information techno logy
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development 
12 others: ________________________
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10 
Item 11
Appendix D.3
History of family aggression
One of my parents argued heatedly with the other but short of yelling.
One of my parents yelled at the other.
One of my parents insulted the other.
One of my parents sulked and/or refused to talk about it.
One of my parents stomped out of the room.
One of my parents threw something (but not towards the other) or smashed 
something.
One of my parents threatened to hit or throw something towards the other. 
One of my parents threw something at the other.
One of my parents pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other but not with something.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other with something hard.
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Appendix  D.4 
W ord com pletion task
1. b _  h ____ 27. p _  s t _  r
2. i n  r e 28. m ___g 1 e
3. e x _  e _ 29. b 1 n d
4. m u  e r 30. s n  r e
5. p r ___e 31. b e
6. s p e a _ 32. h  t
7. f  1 i ___e r 33. g _ _ P e
8. e x p 1___e 34.  s m _ c k
9. w  m 35. s m ___e
10. k  i ___ 36.  k n _____
11. t _ p _ 37. t _  n e
12. h r 38. s ___b
13. a _  t _  r 39. s h  r _
14. c h o  e 40.  d r ___n
15. s m  p 41. p ___n e
16. a 11 _  c _ 42. a n g
17. c _  m p ___t 43.  f  1___t
18. d e s ______ 44. f  i ___t
19. s h 1 45.  p _  c k
20. s h o t 46.  h a  e
21.  r _ p ___t 47.  a  t
22.  s t r ___e 48.  c _ t
23.  1___e 49.  w  n
24.  b _  r n 50.  a _ e
25.  s t _ r _ o 51.  _  r y
26.  p ___s o n 52.  w  a _
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53. f  _ m _ 84. b _ _ t
54. s i p 85. b r __ z e
55. b __ k 86. r e v __ t
56. r _ p e 87. c o o _
57. fo _ e _ t 88. s __ y
58. o f f ____ 89. d __ r
59. 1__ o n 90. s m  c k
60. c r __ 1 91. f r __ t
61. c _ e _ t e 92. u n c h
62. s t r _ y 93. s h  r e
63. m _ t c _ 94. a _ u s e
64. f  _ r __ 95. c l __ r
65. t __ t e 96. h n t
66. n __ t _ 97. w t r
67. w d w 98. s a s h
68. w __ k e d
69. v i s __ n
70. e n _ a g e
71. s c r __ n
72. h _ t r _ d
73. t _ 1 _ p h ____
74. d i s __ s _ e d
75. c _ n t __ 1
76. p r o v __ e
77. p _ n b _ 11
78. o u t ____e
79. c _ l l
80. r _ d e
81. m _ n _ g e
82. i n s ____
83. s d
Appendix D.5 
Hostile affect items
Item 1 I feel furious.
Item 2 I feel aggravated.
Item 3 I feel stormy.
Item 4 I feel discontented.
Item 5 I feel like banging on a table.
Item 6 I feel irritated.
Item  7 I feel outraged.
Item 8 I feel angry.
Item 9 I feel offended.
Item 10 I feel like I'm about to explode.
Item 11 I feel mad.
Item 12 I feel mean.
Item 13 I feel bitter.
Item 14 I feel burned up.
Item 15 I feel like yelling at somebody.
Item 16 I feel like swearing.
Item 17 I feel cruel.
Item 18 I feel disagreeable
Item 19 I feel enraged.
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Appendix D.6 
Neuroticism items
angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 calm
tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 relaxed
nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 at ease
envious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not envious
unstable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stable
discontented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 contented
emotional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unemotional
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10 
Item 11 
Item 12 
Item 13 
Item 14
Appendix D.7 
Abusive supervision items
Ridicules me
Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 
Gives me the silent treatment 
Puts me down in front of others 
Invades my privacy
Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 
Doesn't give me credit for a job requiring a lot of effort 
Blames me to save himselfrherself embarrassment 
Breaks promises he/she makes
Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 
Makes negative comments about me to others 
Is rude to me
Does not allow me to interact with my co-workers 
Tells me I'm incompetent 
Lies to meItem 15
241
Appendix E 
Materials for Study 4
Appendix E.l Supervisor demographic questions 
Appendix E.2 Subordinate demographic questions 
Appendix E.3 History of family aggression items 
Appendix E.4 Word completion task 
Appendix E.5 Hostile affect items 
Appendix E.6 Procedural justice items 
Appendix E.7 Interactional justice items 
Appendix E.8 Psychological contract violation items 
Appendix E.9 Neuroticism items 
Appendix E.10 Abusive supervision items
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Appendix E.l
Supervisor demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday): ______
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)? 
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What level of management do you belong? 
1 Lower 2 Middle 3 Upper
05. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development
12 others: ______________________________
Appendix E.2
Subordinate demographic questions
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01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday): ______
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. How long have you been working with this person?______years______ months
05. Please indicate your current employment status (please encircle):
1 permanent/regular 2 probationary 3 contractual 4 casual
06. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development 
12 others: ___________  ____
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10 
Item 11
Appendix E.3
History of family aggression
One of my parents argued heatedly with the other but short of yelling.
One of my parents yelled at the other.
One of my parents insulted the other.
One of my parents sulked and/or refused to talk about it.
One of my parents stomped out of the room.
One of my parents threw somethmg (but not towards the other) or smashed 
something.
One of my parents threatened to hit or throw something towards the other. 
One of my parents threw something at the other.
One of my parents pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other but not with something.
One of my parents hit (or tried to hit) the other with something hard.
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A ppendix  E.4 
W ord com pletion  task
1. b _  h ____ 27. p _  s t _  r
2. i n r e 28. m ___g 1 e
3. e x _  e ___ 29. b i  n d
4. m u ___e r 30. s n r e
5. p  r ___e 31. b e
6. s p e a _ 32. h _  t
7. f  1 i ___e r 33. g ___p e
8. e x p 1___e 34. s m  _  c k
9. w ___m 35. s m  _  e
10. k  i ___ 36. k n ____
11. t _ p _ 37. t n e
12. h  _  r _ 38. s ___b
13. a _  t _  r 39. s h r
14. c h o  e 40. d r ___n
15. s _  m p ___ 41.  p ___n e
16. a 11 _  c _ 42. a n g ___
17. c _  m  p ___t 43. f  1___t
18. d e s ______ 44. f  i ___t
19. s h _  1 _ 45. p _  c k
20. s h o t 46. h  a _  e
21. r  _  p ___t 47. a t
22. s t r ___e 48. c _  t
23. 1___e 49. w _ n
24. b r n 50. a e
25. s t _  r _  o 51. _  r  y
26. p ___s o n 52. w  a _
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53. f _ m _
54. s i p
55. b __ k
56. r _ p e
57. f o _ e _ t
58. o f f ____
59. 1__ o n
60. c r __ 1
61. c _e _ t  e
62. s t _ r _ y
63. m _ t c _
64. f _ r __
65. t __ t e
66. n __ t _
67. w  d w
68. w  k e d
69. v i s __ n
70. e n _ a g e
71. s c r __ n
72. h t r d
73. t _ 1 _ p h _
74. d i s __ s _
75. c _ n t __ 1
76. p r o v __ e
77. p _ n b _ 11
78. o u t _
79. c _ l l
80. r d e
81. m
82. i n s
83. s d
84. b __ t
85. b r __ z e
86. r e v __ t
87. c o o _
88. s __ y
89. d __ r
90. s m  c k
91. f r __ t
92. _ u n c h
93. s h _ r e
94. a u s e
95. c l __ r
96. h _ n t
97. w _ t _ r
98. s a s h
e
n _ g  e
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Appendix E.5 
Hostile affect items
Item 1 I feel furious.
Item  2 I feel aggravated.
Item 3 I feel stormy.
Item 4 I feel discontented.
Item 5 I feel like banging on a table.
Item 6 I feel irritated.
Item 7 I feel outraged.
Item 8 I feel angry.
Item  9 I feel offended.
Item 10 I feel like I'm about to explode.
Item  11 I feel mad.
Item 12 I feel mean.
Item 13 I feel bitter.
Item 14 I feel burned up.
Item 15 I feel like yelling at somebody.
Item  16 I feel like swearing.
Item  17 I feel cruel.
Item  18 I feel disagreeable
Item  19 I feel enraged.
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Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6
Appendix E.6 
Procedural justice items
The organisation's procedures allow for requests for clarification or 
additional information about a decision.
The organisation's procedures provide opportunities to appeal or challenge 
decisions.
The organisation's procedures provide useful information regarding 
decision and its implementation.
The organisation's procedures are constructed so as to hear the concerns of 
all affected by a decision.
The organisation's procedures collect accurate information for making 
decisions.
The organisation's procedures generate standards so that conditions can be
made with consistency.
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 6 
Item 7
Item 8 
Item 9
Appendix E.7 
Interactional justice items
My supervisor treats me with kindness and consideration.
My supervisor treats me with respect and dignity.
My supervisor is sensitive to my personal needs.
My supervisor deals with me in a truthful manner.
My supervisor discusses the implications of the decisions with me.
My supervisor offers adequate justification for decisions made about my 
job.
My supervisor offers explanations that make sense to me.
My supervisor explains very clearly any decision made about my job.
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4
Appendix E.8
Psychological contract violation items 
I feel a great deal of anger toward my organisation.
I feel betrayed by my organisation.
I feel that my organisation has violated the contract between us.
I feel extremely frustrated by how I have been treated by my organisation.
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Appendix E.9 
Neuroticism items
angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 calm
tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 relaxed
nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 at ease
envious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not envious
unstable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stable
discontented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 contented
emotional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unemotional
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Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10 
Item 11 
Item 12 
Item 13 
Item 14
Appendix E.10 
Abusive supervision items
Ridicules me
Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 
Gives me the silent treatment 
Puts me down in front of others 
Invades my privacy
Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 
Doesn't give me credit for a job requiring a lot of effort 
Blames me to save himselfrherself embarrassment 
Breaks promises he/she makes
Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 
Makes negative comments about me to others 
Is rude to me
Does not allow me to interact with my co-workers 
Tells me Tm incompetent 
Lies to meItem 15
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Appendix F 
Materials for Study 5
Appendix F. 1 Supervisor demographic questions 
Appendix F.2 Subordinate demographic questions 
Appendix F.3 Parent demographic questions 
Appendix F.4 History of family aggression items 
Appendix E.5 Word completion task 
Appendix E.6 Hostile affect items 
Appendix E.7 Procedural justice items 
Appendix E.8 Interactional justice items 
Appendix E.9 Psychological contract violation items 
Appendix E.10 Neuroticism items 
Appendix E.l 1 Abusive supervision items
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Appendix F. 1
Supervisor demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday):
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What level of management do you belong?
1 Lower 2 Middle 3 Upper
05. Your job type (please encircle);
1 accounting/finance 2 customer service 3 legal
4 general management 5 human resources
6 manufacturing/production 7 marketing 8 public relations
9 information technology 10 research and development
11 sales 12 others:
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Appendix F.2
Subordinate demographic questions
01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (as of last birthday): ______
03. How long have you been working with your current organization (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. How long have you been working with this person?______years______ months
05. Please indicate your current employment status (please encircle):
1 permanent/regular 2 probationary 3 contractual 4 casual
06. Your job type (please encircle);
I accounting/finance
4 general management 
6 manufacturing/production 
9 information technology
II sales
2 customer service 3 legal
5 human resources
7 marketing 8 public relations
10 research and development 
12 others: ________________________
Appendix F.3
Parent demographic questions
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01. Gender (please encircle): 1 Male 2 Female
02. Age (please encircle):
1 20 years and under 2 21-25 years 3 26-30 years
4 31-35 years 5 36-40 years 6 41-45 years
7 46-50 years 8 Over 50 years
03. How long have you been living with this person (please encircle)?
1 less than 1 year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years
4 11-15 years 5 16-20 years 6 21-25 years
7 26-30 years 8 Over 30 years
04. What is your relationship with this person? (please encircle)
1 Father 2 Mother 3 Legal guardian, please specify:
Appendix F.4
Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Item 6 
Item 7 
Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 10
History of family aggression items 
I argued heatedly with my spouse but short of yelling.
I yelled at my spouse.
I insulted my spouse.
I sulked and/or refused to talk about it.
I stomped out of the room.
I threw something (but not towards my spouse) or smashed something. 
I threatened to hit or throw something towards my spouse.
I threw something at my spouse.
I pushed, grabbed, or shoved my spouse.
I hit (or tried to hit) my spouse but not with something.
I hit (or tried to hit) my spouse with something hard.Item 11
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A ppendix  F.5 
W ord  com pletion task
1. b _  h ____ 27. p _  s t _  r
2. i n ___r e 28. m ___g 1 e
3. e x _  e _ 29. b  1 n d
4. m u ___e r 30. s n  r e
5. p r ___e 31. b e
6. s p e a _ 32. h  _  t
7. f  1 i ___e r 33. g ___p e
8. e x p 1___e 34. s m  c k
9. w  m 35. s m ___e
10. k  i ___ 36. k  n _____
11. t _ p _ 37. t _  n  e
12. h r 38. s ___b
13. a t r 39. s h  r
14. c h o _  e 40. d r _  _  n
15. s m p 41. p n e
16. a 11 _  c _ 42. a n g ___
17. c _  m p ___t 43. f  1___t
18. d e s ______ 44. f i ___t
19. s h  1 45. p _  c k
20. s h o _  t 46. h a _  e
21. r p t 47. a t
22. s t r ___e 48. c _ t
23. 1___e 49. w  _  n
24. b _  r n 50. a _  e
25. s t _  r  _  o 51. _  r y
26. p ___s o n 52. w  a _
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53. f _  m _
54. s i p
55. b __ k
56. r _ p e
57. f o _ e _ t
58. o f f ____
59. 1__ o n
60. c r __ 1
61. c _ e _ t e
62. s t _ r _ y
63. m _ t c _
64. f  _ r __
65. t __ t e
66. n __t _
67. w _d w
68. w _k e d
69. v i s  n
70. e n _ a g e
71. s c r __ n
72. h _ t r _ d
73. t 1 _ p h ____
74. d i s __ s _ e d
75. c _ n t __ 1
76. p r o v __ e
77. p n b _ 11
78. o u t ____e
79. c _ l l
80. r _ d e
81. m _ n g e
82. i n s ____
83. s d
84. b _ _ t
85. b r __ z e
86. r e v __ t
87. c o o _
88. s  y
89. d  r
90. s m _ c k
91. f r __ t
92. u n c h
93. s h  r e
94. a _ u s e
95. c l _ _ r
96. h _ n t
97. w t _ r
98. s a s h
Appendix F.6
Hostile affect items
Item  1 I feel furious.
Item  2 I feel aggravated.
Item  3 I feel stormy.
Item 4 I feel discontented.
Item  5 I feel like banging on a table.
Item  6 I feel irritated.
Item 7 I feel outraged.
Item 8 I feel angry.
Item 9 I feel offended.
Item 10 I feel like I'm about to explode.
Item  11 1 feel mad.
Item  12 I feel mean.
Item 13 I feel bitter.
Item 14 I feel burned up.
Item 15 I feel like yelling at somebody.
Item 16 I feel like swearing.
Item 17 I feel cruel.
Item 18 I feel disagreeable
Item 19 I feel enraged.
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Appendix F.7 
Procedural justice items
The organisation's procedures allow for requests for clarification or 
additional information about a decision.
The organisation's procedures provide opportunities to appeal or challenge 
decisions.
The organisation's procedures provide useful information regarding 
decision and its implementation.
The organisation's procedures are constructed so as to hear the concerns of 
all affected by a decision.
The organisation's procedures collect accurate information for making 
decisions.
The organisation's procedures generate standards so that conditions can be
made with consistency.
Appendix F.8
Item 1 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 6 
Item 7
Item 8
Interactional justice items
My supervisor treats me with kindness and consideration.
My supervisor treats me with respect and dignity.
My supervisor is sensitive to my personal needs.
My supervisor deals with me in a truthful manner.
My supervisor discusses the implications of the decisions with me.
My supervisor offers adequate justification for decisions made about my 
job.
My supervisor offers explanations that make sense to me.
My supervisor explains very clearly any decision made about my job.Item 9
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Appendix F.9
Psychological contract violation items 
I feel a great deal of anger toward my organisation.
I feel betrayed by my organisation.
I feel that my organisation has violated the contract between us.
I feel extremely frustrated by how I have been treated by my organisation.
264
Appendix F. 10 
Neuroticism items
angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 calm
tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 relaxed
nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 at ease
envious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not envious
unstable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stable
discontented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 contented
emotional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unemotional
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6
Item 7
Item 8
Item 9
Item 10
Item 11
Item 12
Item 13
Item 14
Item 15
Appendix F. 11
Abusive supervision items
Ridicules me
Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 
Gives me the silent treatment 
Puts me down in front of others 
Invades my privacy
Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 
Doesn't give me credit for a job requiring a lot of effort 
Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment 
Breaks promises he/she makes
Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 
Makes negative comments about me to others 
Is rude to me
Does not allow me to interact with my co-workers 
Tells me I'm  incompetent
Lies to me
